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ABSTRACT 

This paper reports the analysis of data gathered 
during a six-week period in spring, 1983, in two junior high school 
classes in each of three subject areas: science, mathematics, and 
English. The purpose is to describe and propose some images or 
metaphors for depicting the psrocesses associated with the enactment 
of tasks in these classrooms. Discussed is the develofment of an 
analytical language to deal with curriculum as a central dynamic of 
classrooms, rather than a context variable, specifying that students 
learn by processing information in subject matter domains. The 
cognitive levels of tasks were evaluated and related to educational 
outcomes. Data consists of narrative accounts of classroom events and 
processes, copies of materials used in class, and completed student 
work that had been graded by the teacher, as well as interviews with 
both students and teachers. Observer training and data collection 
techniques are described, and analysis procedures are reported. Class 
descriptions, commonalities across teachers, commonalities within 
subject areas, and task analysis are discussed. The paper concludes 
with an examination of anticipatory management of classrooms, 
reviewing how teacher, student , curriculum, and management variables 
intersect in constructing educative events in classrooms. Appendixes 
contair topic/task lists and content strands. (JM) 
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Phftfe I of the MAT study consisted cf an investigation of academic 
tasks in junior high school science, mathematics, soclfil studies, and 
English cZrrreF. The present paper reports the analysis of data 
gathered during a 6-week period In Spring, 1983 (froir rld-January until 
the end of Februcry) in two chisses In each subject area. Phase II of 
the study ib in the planning stages and will tert&tlvely consist of a 
study of academic tasks Ir senior high school science and English 
classes. Sample selection for Vhase II will be completed in Spring, 
1964, In preparation for data collection In Fall, 1984. 

The purpose cf this report is to describe the general patterns or 
structures of academic work in six junior high classes flrd to propose 
some Inagep or r.etaphors for depicting the processes associated with the 
enactment of tasks in these classrooms. 



One of the central conceptual issues in the MAT study has beer the 
development of an analytical language to deal with curriculum as a 
central dynamic of classrooms rather than as a context variable, that 
is, to include curricultim as a process variable rather than simply dring 
preterm research In designated subject matter classes. A brief 
discussion of the results of this effort Is contained In th-^e section. 
Acad e ric Tarkg 

The MAT study has grown out of an effort to define ci:rriculutr as a 
process v;»rir.hle using the complex notion ot "task" (see Doyle, 1979, 
1980, 1983). This notion, adapted from recent work in cognitive 
psychrlcgy and cognitive anthropology (sec Cr^fee, 1981; Dawes, 1975; 
laboratory of Comparative lliiti.an Cognition, 1978), provides a structure 
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for examining the way in vhich actions in aettinga are ordered toward 
goala. A conplete deacription of a taak containa information about: 
(a) a goal atate or end product to be achieved; ^b) a problem apace, 
that ia, a aet of conditiona and resources available to accompliah the 
task; and (c) the inferred cognitive operations involved in aaaembling 
and uaing reaourcea to reach the goal state. 

Aa an approach to the study of claaaroom teaching, the academic 
taak model apecifiea that studenta learn by processing information in a 
subject matter domain. How atudenta proceaa the information dependa on 
vhat taaka they accompliah, that is, what goal states they are required 
to reach under specified conditiona. The central point ia that atudenta 
encountev: curriculum aa a aeriea of taaka to be accompliahed vith 
available resources and these taaks carry instructions for working vith 
subject matter. Taaka inatruct by specifying: 

1. A product , for example, vorda in blanks on a worksheet; 

2. Operations to produce the product , for example, copy words off a 
liat, remember words from previous instruction, apply rule (such as 
"Plural nouns use plural verbs**) to generate words, or make up 
••creative** or **descriptive** words; and 

3. Resourcea , for example, consult your textbook, do not talk to 
other students, do not use words from ex4tnples discussed in class. 

In classroom studies, wo other factors are emerging as significant 
in defining academic tasks. First, information is usually available to 
atudenta concerning the sjjnificance or **weight** of the task in the 
accountability system of the class , for example, this exercise counts as 
a daily grade. Such information contributes tc a student *s 
understanding of the importance of the work to be done. Second, tasks 
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vary in the degree to vhich they are congruent with other tatkt in the 
overall task tysten of a clatt « Congruence affects the anount of 
previous practice ttudentt can bring to bear on a task. These factors 
reflect distinctive propertifs of classrooms as task environaentSi 
namelyi the regular assessment of student products and the repeated 
meetings over a relatively long period of time. 

The classroom environoient influences tasks in two ways. First, 
classrooms contain resources that can be used to accomplish tasks, for 
example, content instruction, teacher and student talk about products, 
completed products to inspect, feedback to students about provisional 
answers. Second, tasks in classrooms are embedded in an evaluation 
system, that is, products are judged by the teacher and sometiMS by 
peers. This evaluative climate (a) superimposes a goal structure that 
is not subject matter intrinsic, namely, getting a good grade; and 
(b) engenders a concern for ambiguity and risk, that is, what is a 
"correct" answer and how likely is it that my answer will be considered 
correct or that I will be given credit for my answer? Students can 
obviously accomplish the task of getting a grade in ways that circumvent 
the task of learning subject matter, for example, by copying work from 
someone else or working to create a favorable impression with the 
teacher (see King, 1980). 

Teachers affect tasks (and thus learning) by defining the tasks 
students are to accomplish and by controlling access to resources, that 
is, by managing task~related interactions (teacher to student and 
student to student) and the availability of other information abcjt task 
content and accountability while students are working. These processes 
are, of course, ^'jointly constituted" (Erickson & Shultz, 1981). 
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Students «nd their teacher interact in complex vaya to ahape the work 
that ia done in claasrooma (aee Carter 4 Doyle, 1982; Clark 4 Florio, 
1981; Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition, 1982). 

The central purpose of the NAT study, then, is to examine the 
nature of academic tasks, the forms they take, and the configurations of 
events aaaociated with their enactment in classrooms. This effort haa 
kinahip with classroom management research and has the structure of a 
process-process study, such as a study of the relation of teaching 
practices to student engagement. Indeed, the MAT study can best be seen 
as an amplification of basic classroom management research with a 
special emphasis on curriculum content and student information 
processing. 

The analysis of NAT data ia intended to lead to propositions about 
the structure of events in classroom environments, that ia, how 
classrooms work. This knowledge of classroom structures will lead, in 
turn, to propositions about whac teachers know about classrooms and how 
they process this information. Knowledge about teacher cognition has 
implications, finally, for designing content for teacher education (see 
Zumwalt, 1992). 

Cognitive Level of Academic Tasks 

Attention in the NAT analysis is being focused on the overall task 
systems that operated in the classes as well as the character of 
individual tasks. In addition, the study was designed with a special 
emphasis on academic tasks involving higher level cognitive processes. 
Some extension of the basic task model outlined above is necessary to 
clarify the meaning of this emphasis on higher cognitive processei . 
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The cognitive level of a task ia defined internally by the 
cognitive proceaaea atudenta uae tu accompliah it , Becauae theae 
proceaaea cannot be obaerved directly, it ia neceaaary to infer the 
cognitive operationa atudenta uae froo a thorough deacription of the 
taak itaelf, that ia, the product, the operationa apecified by the 
teacher and thoae allowed to atudenta in thf aetting, and the reaourcea 
available to atudenta vhile they are working on the taak. In other 
worda, an attempt ia aade to conatruct from obaervationa a model to 
explain taak accompliahment in a particular aituation. A taak involving 
higher cognitive proceaaea ia a taak that atudenta appear to accompliah 
with higher level cognitive operationa. Although it ia impoaaible to 
verify directly whether atudenta actually uaed theae operationa on a 
particular occasion, research in cognitive paychology indicatea that a 
model of « taak goes a long way toward providing a model of information 
proceaaing (aee Dawea, 1975). 

For purpoaea of thia study, higher cognitive proceaaea are defined 
aa thoae requiring executive'^level deciaion making, that ia, deciaions 
about how to uae knowledge and akilla in particular circumatancea (aee 
Doyle, 1983). The emphaaia, in other worda, ia on the flexibility of 
atudenta* knowledge and akilla. In ita moat baaic form, executive 
deciaion making ia involved in recognising tranaformed veraiona of 
information or algorithms previoualy encountered. At more advanced 
levela, executive proceaaea include auch operationa as (a) aelecting an 
algorithm or a combination of algorithms to solve a word problem in 
math, (b) drawing inferences from information given to formulate new 
propoaitions, or (c) planning goal atructures for a %rriting aaaignment. 
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Greeno (19S3) has provided a useful example of a higher level 
cognitive process, naaely, the process of constructing a SMantic 
representation of a %»ord problea in aatheaatics. He suonariaed evidence 
suggesting that expert problen solvers are able to recognise or 
construct patterns wmon^ quantities identified in a problem text. These 
patterns com together to fono a semantic model or representation of the 
problem. This semantic representation is then used To select a formal 
model that specifies the operators or equations to use in solving the 
problem. Greeno (1983) emphasises that: 

[Semantic representations] are not the same as the formal 
structures of mathematical relations or the equations of physics. 
Vhat ve have found in all the analyses of problem solving is that 
successful students form intermediate representations that include 
relations among the quantities in a problem. Formal methods of 
computation may be used in finding problem answers, for example, 
the formula for combining resistances in a parallel circuit may be 
retrieved and used to compute the equivalent resistance for the 
components. But the patterns of quantities are not the same as the 
formulas, and the research findings are consistent in supporting 
the conclusion that the relational patterns play a critical role in 
the processes of problem solving, (p. 7) 

One way to v*.ualize the analytical target of the MAT study is to 
think of a task as a definition of a gap in information that students 
are to cross with a cognitive act. Small gaps can be crossed by 
reproducing information previously encountered or by recalling and using 
a reliable algorithm. Larger gaps require that a student organise the 
task environment and connect what is known to the particular conditions 




7 



.11 



ERIC 



of the task. One of the tpecial purposes of the MAT study it to examine 
closely hov these gaps are defined and aaintained or adjusted by 
teachers and students in classroon enviroiments. 

1>/o additional points are in order. First, no attempt has been 
aade lit this stage of the HAT study to define a complete taxonomy of 
higher cognitive processes that might appear in academic tasks. There 
is some reason to argue that a generic taxonomy, that is, one separated 
from specific subject matter operations, is not especially informative 
when one is studying academic work (see Doyle, 1983). Moreover, an 
effort to organize knowledge About the cognitive level of tasks that 
actually occur in classrooms is best done after many of these tasks have 
been examined in Che MAT data. Second, the emphasis on higher processes 
is not exclusive nor is it intended to suggest that all classroom tasks 
should be conducted at this level. Rather, this special focus is based 
on a recognition that higher order processes are generally considered to 
be an important part of the curriculum, especially in secondary schools. 
In addition, evidence from cognitive science (see Doyle, 1983) suggests 
that factual and algorithmic knowledge lacks both durability and utility 
if it is not embedded in executive decision processes. 



The Problem of Outcomes 

The richness of the tlAT data would seem to provide an opportunity 
to ask interesting questions about classroom effects on c'udents* 
cognitions. It is reasonable, therefore, to push the analysis toward 
questions of the effects of tasks on the enduring knowledge and skills 
students acquire (e.g.. Do the students understand ratios and can they 
perform operations with ratios?) and on their evolving conceptions of 
content (e.g.. What do they think mathematics is?). 
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There arei hoveveri at least tvo aajor problems involved in a 
direct study of task-uutcoae relationships* First, outcoaes of a 
specific task need to be aeasured by a test keyed directly to that task. 
General achievement tests ar^ not informative in such instances. 



a particular task experience rather than to prior knowledge or general 
ability. 

A model of how to go about measuring the achievement associated 
with particular instructional experiences has been provided by 
researchers interested in conceptual change (see Eaton, Anderson, & 
Smith, 1982; Erlwanger, 1975; Nussbaum t Novick, 1982; Posner, 1982; 
Posner t Strike, 1983; Stewart, 1983). In this work, a very specific 
concept, process, or operation in mathematics or science (e.g., how 
light enables us to see or how diffusion occurs) is identified. 
Clinical interviews with individual students are then used to map 
preconceptions prior to instruction on the topic and to assess outcomes 
after instruction has ^occurred. This close look at knowledge, 
instruction, and learning makes it possible to obtain a reasonably clrar 
picture of specific instructional effects. 

It is difficult to apply this work on conceptual change to the 
junior high school phase of the MAT study for at least two reasons. 
First, many different tasks were observed in the classes during the 
S-'week grading period. Second, it was difficult to know in advance what 
the tasks in the clastes would actually be prior to observation. 
Preassessnent under thes^ conditions was virtually impossible. 

Teachers and students were interviewed concerning their perceptions 
and interpretations of the tasks they accomplished. These interviews 
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ment is essential if effects are to be attributed to 





were conducted after the observation period vaa over in order to avoid 
intruding into the task syatemt in the claaaea* No attempt vaa sade 
here to give a complete account of the viewa of the participanta in the 
atudy. atheri the purpose of the interview vaa to learn hov the 
teacher and students understood the overall taak ayaten in a claaa aa 
well aa the place of individual taaka in that ayaten. It vaa hoped that 
this information vould throv aome light on the core problem of defining 
the Cv^gnitive level of taaka accompliahed in the claaaea. 

In the end I the queation of outcomea in the junior high phase of 
the NAT study haa been handled indirectly by focuaing on the 
opportunitiea provided vithin taaka for atudenta to practice varioua 
cognitive proceaaes > Fol loving the logic of "academic learning time/* 
(aee Fiaheri Berliner , Filby, Narliave, Cahen, & Diahav, 198o)| it vas 
argued that auch opportunitiea are likely to be aaaociated vith atudent 
achievement. Nevertheleaa » direct connect iona betveen taaka and 
outcomes I as veil aa individual differencea in achievement, vere not 
a central focus of this study. 
Summary 

The HAT study represents an attempt to examine hov varioua types of 
academic taaka i eapecially thoae involving higher level cognitive 
proceaaeai are accompliahed in aecondary claaarooma. In addition, an 
effort ia being made to explore the problems of inveatigating the 
conaequencea of claaaroom taaka for student learning and for the 
development of expert iae in aubject matter. It ia hoped that the 
product a of these analyaea vill provide teachera vith analytical tools 
for deliberating about important dimenaions of teaching in claaarooms 
(aee Zunvalti 1982) and aupply a foundation for deaigning 
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classroom-'v.tlid Mthodt for promoting higher level thinking in various 
curriculum areas. 



The overall plan for the MAT study (Doyle, Sanford, & Eaneri 1982) 
includes data collection in junior and senior high classrooms. The 
junior high school phase was conducted in science » mathematics, and 
English classes. These subjects are of major importance in the 
curriculum as well as areas of national concern. In addition, they 
contain several different types of academic tasks about which a 
considerable body of cognitive research is beginning to accumulate (see 
Doyle, 1983). Finally, contrasts among tasks in these diverse 
disciplines was seen to be useful for learning about the nature and 
management of academic wori*^. 

Data collection was limited to two classes in each subject area 
because previous research (Carter & Doyle, 1982) indicated that tracing 
academic tasks requires continuous daily observations. In other words, 
to examine the intersection of management, instruction, students, and 
curriculum it is necessary to look closely at classroom processes. 
Because of the small sample, special care was taken to select teachers 
vho had good classroom management skills and who used a variety of 
instructional tasks in their classes. 

Data for the analysis of academic tasks consists of narrative 
accounts of classroom events and processes, copies of materials used in 
class (e.g., textbooks, work and assignment sheets, tests), and 
completed student work that has been graded by the 4cher. In 
addition, interviews were conducted with teachers and selected 
students. 



Design of the Junior High Study 
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staple Selection 



During Fall, 1982, school district instructional coordinators in 
science, sathematics, and English vere asked to noninate six teachers in 
their content fields* In formulating their nominations, the 
coordinators vere asked to consider four areas: (a) indicators that the 
teachers are effective in teaching the content of the curriculum; 
(b) evidence that the teachers are proficient in organising and managing 
classroom activities (because the coordinators vere familiar vith the 
results of previous RCLT management effectiveness studies, they vere 
sensitive to such indicators); (c) evidence that the teachers attempt to 
use a vide range of classroom tasks; and (d) evidence that the teachers 
take an active role in district-vide or regional events such as science 
fairs or vriting projects* These guidelines vere designed to help 
insure that the teachers nominated vould fall vithin the upper range of 
effectiveness, have fev management problems vhich might interfere vith 
the description and analysis of academic tasks, offer a variety of 
classroom tasks, and be generally coanitted to the advancement of 
learning and teaching in their curricular areas* 

After the nominations vere received, teachers in mathematics and 
English vere screened for empirical evidence of effectiveness in terms 
of class mean achievement gain over the previous 2 years* To complete 
the screening process, nominations vere sent by the coordinators 
directly to the school district's research office* This office 
retrieved from district records achievement scores for the classes 
taught by nominated teachers for a 2-'year period* These data, vith 
teachers* identifications masked, vas then sent to RCLT staff* Based on 
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this evidence of past teaching effectiveness, two Mthematics and three 
Engliah teachers were selected for further consideration. 

In junior high science classeSi a valid aeasure of class 
achievenent gain was not available, hem a aoaevhat different 
nomination and selection procedure was followed. Nominations of 
effective teachers were solicited from two sources in addition to the 
science curriculum coordinator: principals of all junior high schools 
in the District, and the University supervisor of the student-teaching 
program in secondary science. Nine teachers who were nominated by more 
than one source were contacted; seven indicated interest in 
participating and were selected for further consideration. 

The total group of 12 teachers chosen for further consideration 
were visited by RCLT Project staff in early J^inuary. Staff members 
talked with the teachers about their program of academic work and 
observed one or more of their classes. The purpose of these 
observations was to become familiar with the events and processes in the 
teachers* classes and verify that the teachers were effective in 
managing academic work and offered a range of academic tasks in their 
classes. 

Two teachers in each subject area were chosen based on indications 
of teaching and management effectiveness and the variety of academic 
tasks used in classes, as well as feasibility of observation schedules 
and contrasts between teachers* approaches* One average ability (as 
designated by school district criteria) class per teacher was selected 
for extensive observation. The classes consisted of two eighth^grade 
science classes, one seventh* and one eighth^grade English class, and 
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one seventh* and one eighth-grade oath claaa. Teachera received a $200 
atipend for out*of*claaa tine. 

The atudenta in the teachera* claaaea conatituted the atudent 
aample for the atudy. Parenta* peraiaaiona were obtained to examine 
atudentt* completed and graded work and interview them. Six to nine 
atudenta from each claaa were aelected for interviewa after the end of 
the 6-week grading period. Student a for theae interviewa were aelected 
to provide aeveral levela of aucceaa in accompliahing academic taaka and 
of participation in leaaona and other interactiona with the teacher. 
Obaerver Training 

Observer a/ analyata for the atudy included four aenior reaearchera 
with experience in writing claaaroom narrativea, namely » Doyle , Sanfordy 
Emmeri and Clementa. In addition, two junior level observera with 
graduate courae work and teaching experience in acience and Engliahi 
reapectivelyi were hired for the project. Theae two obaervera worked 
with aenior reaearchera on the teama in acience and Engliah. 

The ataff of the RCLT Program has had extenaive experience writing 
narrative recorda of obaervationa in elementary and junior high achool 
claaaea for previous studies of claaaroom management (aee Emner et al.| 
1981; Evertaoni Anderaoni Emmeri 6 Clementa » 1980; Evert aon et al.| 
1980). To orient the ataff to the apecific purpoaea of the preaent 
atudy and to prepare new obaervera » a manual waa written which givea 
general guidelinea and apecific questions to be anawered in the 
obaervation and analysis phaaes of the research (see Doyle et al.| 



The following ateps were followed in training observers for the 
study: 



1982). 




13 



14 



classes. Again, the analyses were conducted independently and then 
compared for agreenent and differences. 

7« The final stage of training occurred during the preliminary 
observations of nominated teachers to select the final sample for the 
study. All observers vrote and analysed narratives for at least one 
class. Junior level observers were accompanied by senior researchers so 
that their nnrratives could be compared for reliability and validity. 
Data Collection 

Classroom observations . Each observer was assigned to observe a 
single teacher every day during a 6*week grading period. (One teacher 
was observed an additional week in order to see all of the tasks related 
to the unit observed.) During each obaervation, the observer was 
responsible for generating a narrative description of classroom events 
and circumstances affecting academic tasks in that teacher's class. 
Observers took rough notes in class and then dictated as soon as 
possible a complete narrative on tape. When possible, observers 
recorded verbatim task-related statements made by the teacher or 
students. Typed copies of the dictated narratives were given to 
observers for analysis. 

In constructing the narrative records, observers concentrated 
primarily on information that defined the nature of students* products 
and the conditions und?r which they were produced. Such information 
included teachers* formal directions (written or oral) for assignments; 
teichers* responses to students* questions about assignments; resources 
made available to students in the form of materials and references, 
models of finished products, and opportunities to share work with other 
students or to get interim feedback from the teacher; statements about 
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grading policies, extra credit, and accountability; and remarks about 
the relationships asong various aspects of work (e.g., hov a graoBsar 
lesson on abverbs was related to a descriptive paragraph assignment )• 
In addition, observers kept a record of time and provided a running 
account of classroom events focusing on such dimensions as student 
participation and engagement (general estimates), teacher location and 
movement in the room, sources of student-initiated questions^ and other 
indications of the flov of work in the classroom. Information 
concerning the physical setting of the classroom and location of 
students was also recorded. 

During data collection, observers/analysts met four times to 
discuss problems^ insights, and preliminary vork on task analyses. In 
these meetings interview questions for the teachers and students vere 
also generated. 

Reliability check . The design of the study required that observers 
vork in teams so that continuous interactions could occur to maintain 
accuracy and to sensitise observers to dimensions of academic tasks 
which needed attention. During the second and fourth weeks of the 
observation period, members of each subject matter team observed 
together in each other's class. Following these observations the 
subject matter teams met together to compare dictated narrative records 
for reliability and to share impressions. 

Instructional materials . Because of their major role in defining 
tasks, copies of assignment sheets, worksheets, textbooks, and other 
materials used by the teacher and students were collected. In addition, 
information on chalkboards or posters in the roam was copied. When 
necessary, observers asked teachers informally to clarify requirements 
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or explain routine atsignmentti particularly those that %rere started 
before obaervationa began. In addition, obaerveri obtained copies of 
materials previously given to students di^scribing general classroom 
policy, procedures, and expectations. 

Graded student work . Work tuat students completed was examined 
after it was graded by the teacher to ascertain vhat the students 
actually did in accomplishing a task and how the teacher actually 
evaluated their products. In particular, observers looked for: 

1. The correspondence between stated task requirements and the 
final products (i.e., how well did the students do in comparison with 
what the teacher seemed to establish as criteria in the announced 
requirements); 

2. Patterns of students* errors or areas of difficulty; 

3. The focus and general character of teacher comments; 

4. The grades students received; and 

5. Any correspondence between prompts or models given by the 
teacher in class and the content of student products. 

Observers recorded student grades and written teacher comments and made 
copies of important or interesting assignments. 

Teacher interviews . After the observations were completed, all 
teachers were interviewed concerning the following themes: 

1. How does the grading system work in your class? 

2. Which assigr.iaents do you consider to have been the most 
important during the 6*-week grading period? Least important? 

3. How did you set up assignments at the beginning of the year? 
What standing patterns or routines operate for work in your class? 
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4, What are the major purposes you were trying to accomplish during 
the 6 weeks? Where were you most successful? What frustrated you? 

5, Why do students vork in your class? Do you think grades are 
important to your students? 

6, On vhat kind of vork do you allow (or encourage) students to 
work together? Can you give your reasons for this? 

With regard to tasks specific to their classes, teachers were asked 
about goals and objectives, the operations they had in mind for students 
to use in accomplishing the tasks, and their views of the success of the 
tasks. When necessary, observers had teachers clarify general policies 
and procedures for academic work that were not clarified during the 
course of the observations. During the interview, observers also 
obtained copies of grade records for the class and an explanation of the 
formula used for computing the final course grades. Interviews lasted 
from 1 to 2 hours. 

Student interviews . The student interviews were intended to 
provide some perspective on how junior high students view academic work 
and its accomplishment. The observer in each class selected six to nine 
students for interviews. Students who were of potential interest were: 
(a) students who frequently solicited information from the teacher which 
aerved to clarify or alter the task; (b) students who were consistently 
successful in accomplishing work; (c) students who did not play active 
roles in classroom interaction but who accomplished work successfully; 
(d) students of high or low ability who appeared to have difficulty in 
doing the work; and (e) students who appeared to accomplish tasks 
through strategies other than what was expected or intended by the 
teacher. 
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Students vere intervie%ved individually after the grading period was 
over to avoid disruptions in the natural flow of academic work in the 
classes. Students were questioned about the following theses: 

1* Was the work in this class easy or difficult? Why? 

2. Do you usually understand the work you are assigned? What does 
the teacher do to help you understand? What do you do if you are 
confused? 

3* Do you usually have enough tiae to do your work? 
4* Which assignaents this past 6 weeks were «ost important? Least 
iaportant? Ilcnr did you know this? 

5* What was your grade for the 6*week period based on? 
6* What does it take to do well in this class? 

7* Do you often participate (talk) during class discussions in this 
class? Why or why not? Do you think it is important to participate in 
this class? 

In addition, students were asked questions about some specific tasks 
they did in class* Interviews lasted about 15 minutes and took place in 
a room near the classroom* 



Defining Academic Tasks 

As indicated previously, the concept of **task** provides a general 
analytical framework for defining the nature of students* work* This 
approach was adapted from the methods used by Carter and Doyle (1982) 
and represents a qualitative approach to data gathering and analysis 
(see Bogan it Biklepi 1982; Erickson, 1979; McDermott, Gospodinoff, & 
Aroni 1978)* In defining tasks, attention is directed to the products 
students generate for the teacher (such as test papers, completed 
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vorksheets, papers, oral reports, etc.) and to the events leading up to 
the creation of these products, A student product usually signifies the 
completion of a task. The type of task involved in the creation of a 
product depends upon the operations students are required to use and the 
conditions under %ihich the vork is done. The role of a particular task 
in the overall task systen of the class depends upon the weight placed 
on the assignment in the teacher's grading policies and upon the 
relationship of content of the task to content of other tasks in the 
system. 

Preliminary Data Reduction and Mapping 

Each observer/analyst vas responsible for generating a description 
of the academic tasks operating in the class cf his/her assigned teacher 
during the 6-ireek grading period. Once the observations vere complete j 
and narrative records vere typed, observers /analysts began a detailed 
analysis of the tasks seen in their assigned teachers* classes. 
Information obtained from in-class observations, instructional 
materials, student products, and informal and formal interviews of 
teachers and students vas used to produce: (a) a topic list, (b) a task 
list, (c) task analyses, (d) teacher/task system summaries, and 
(e) student case studies. 

Topic lists . Topics or assignments for each class vere listed in 
the order in vhich they occurred. On occasions when students* products 
vere handed in to the teacher for suaouitive grading an asterisk (*) vas 
placed beside the numbered item on the topic list. The topic lists 
provide an overviev of content instruction, tasks, and other activities 
accomplished in each class during the observation period. 
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Task liiti > T«8k littt contain a brief dcacrip:ion of each task, 
the date on irhich it vaa cospleted, the number of aeaaiont in which 
direct ti«e waa devote! to introducing or %rorking on the taak, and the 
approximate time devoted to the taak. In addition, taaka were 
claaaified aa major or minor baaed on information from the narrativea 
concerning the importance or weight aaaigned by the teacher to each taak 
during the obaervation period* 

Taak analya ea. Once taaka vere identified, obaervera/analyata 
began the proceaa of deacribing the coi^onenta of each taak. Taaka that 
appeared to involve higher cognitive proceaaea vtre given apecial 
attention. Analyaia of a taak vaa accompliahed by reading all of the 
narrativea related to the taak and examining related materiala and 
atudent producta. Hany taaka, eapecially major onea, were accompliahed 
over more than o. e claaa aeaaion and involved aeveral epiaodea of 
content inatruction or aeveral cloaely related minor taaka* 

Beginning with major taaka, each taak vaa deacribed in terms of six 
general categories. Specific questions guiding analysis in each 
category vere provided in an observer/analyat 'a manual (Doyle et al., 
19o2). Briefly, the categories are: 

!• Time devoted directly to introducing or vorking on the product 
and indirectly to assignments vhich are related in aubstance to the 
product (e.g., reading a story vhich becomes a topic for a writing 
aasignment ) ; 

2. The assignment as defined by teacher statements over the course 
of time spent vorking on the product, including both formal directions 
and answers to student questions or other remarks during vork sessions; 
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3. Proapti or other resources aade available to ttudent't during the 
course of working on a product; 

4. Accountability or grading policies including those defined 
initially by the teacher, adjustments to these policies, bonus points or 
other opportunities to earn credit ifhich can be applied to the product, 
and grades actually given by the teacher; 

5* Process , including a description of the events that occurred in 
class during timt spent working directly on the product and an analysis 
of student success on the product and its components; and 

6* The general nature of the task, especially the cognitive demands 
of the task, including both intended or announced operations for task 
accomplishment and actual operations which could have been used to 
produce the final product. 

Production of the task analyses provided a framework for 
identification and exploration of potential themes for further 
exploration and discussion. Thusi as an analyst sifted through 
classroom data to uncover the resources for a task, or tried to assess 
cognitive operations students were likely to have used in completing a 
task, insights about management of different kinds of tasks, about 
problems teachers have in conducting content instruction effectively, 
and about the impact individual students can have on class work began to 
emerge. In addition, the process of task analysis called attention to 
different patterns of relationships and linkages among tasks in the 
different classes in our sample. 



This paper is focused on the general patterns of academic tasks in 
the six classes. The first section of the paper is directed to the 



General Patterns of Academic Tasks 




27 



23 



content strands ir each of the classes » that is, the sequences of tasks 
and the thematic integration of these tasks into overall content 
structures or schemata. This effort to construct general models of task 
systems is seen as useful in explicating the character of the academic 
work students do and the logic of the content they encounter in classes. 
The second section of the paper contains an analysis of different types 
of academic tasks, from those involving memory to those requiring higher 
1' els of cognitive processing. The third section concentrates on the 
dynamics of task enactment vith special attention to the issues of hov 
students and teachers manage complex academic tasks and hov their 
maneuvers shape the nature of academic work. The fourth section 
contains a description of a smoothing and leveling of the curriculum by 
what appears to be an anticipatory management of tasks » that is, the 
avoidance of task complexities in favor of a production system 
containing high familiarity and few surprises. The paper concludes vith 
a discussion of implications of the analysis of academic tasks for 
understanding curriculum and teaching effects. 
Subject Matter Strands 

Although the total number of classes is relatively small, the total 
number of tasks vas large: Approximately 200 tasks vere accomplished 
in the six classes. Some general task forms trere seen across several 
classes: text or ditto assignments vhere stuc'^'nts read a selection over 
new material and then responded to questions; routine re\iev or practice 
exercises; laboratory experiences with corresponding reports and 
questions; tests assessing recall-level objectives; tests requiring 
comprehension and application operations; and composition tasks, 
including research reports. On the other hand, there was considerable 
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variety across claaaea in the nuaber and kind of taaka obaerved. 
Studenta in one sath claaa coopleted 49 taaka while atudenta in one 
acience claaa completed only 14 taaka, with 802 of total taak tiae in 
thia claaa devoted to only 6 taaka. 

To gain aone perapective on the character and variety of theae 
taaka, attention turna firat to deacriptiona of individual claaaea and 
then to the character of academic taaka in each of the aubject matter 
domaina repreaented in the atudy. 

Deacription of the claaaea . Teacher 1 taught aighth-grade combined 
life/earth/phyaical acienca. There vere 25 atudenta in the claaa, 13 
male and 12 female. The claaa vaa heterogeneoua vith regard to prior 
academic achievement and conaiated of 18 Angloa, 1 Blacky 5 Hiapanica, 
and 1 Oriental. It met in a large, veil equipped room vhich included 
both a regular claaaroom deak arrangement and aix laboratory tablea for 
student lab activitiea. Thia claaa vaa characterised by relatively fev 
taaka (14) and included several long-term aaaignmenta; many laboratory 
experiencea and claaa diacuaaiona; and an amphaaia on development of 
problem-^aolving and reaaoning akilla. In addition, atudenta vanting a 
in the claaa could complete, out of claaa, one of three optional or 
extenaion taaka, and thoae vanting an A had to complete one of three 
additional taaka (only 12 of the 25 atudenta completed one or more of 
theae aaaignmenta). The content of taaka during the period obaerved 
focuaed on tvo related unite: (a) the metric ayatem and laboratory 
meaaurement (6 taaka) and (b) acientific reaearch methoda (8 taaka). 
Becauae the aecond unit vaa not completed during the 6-veeka obaervation 
period, thia claaa vas obaerved an additional veek. 
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An analysis of content ttranda in Teacher !*• claaa auggeata that 
her taak ayatem waa tied together by a atrong aevMntic thread. Major 
and sinor taaka within unita were cloaely interrelated and build upon 
one another in a careful logical progreaaion. In addition, the optional 
taaka iiere thematically related to the core taaka. Finally, the teacher 
often required atudenta to apply concepta and procedurea to novel 
aituationa and problesa, thua puahing atudenta to underatand the 
content. At the aaae tiine, tim allocationa vere generoua and flexible, 
atudenta were allowed to work together on taaka, and the teacher often 
gave corrective feedback before papera were handed in for gradea. Even 
on teata, atudenta were allowed to uae their notea and graded papera. 
Particularly at the end of unita, atudenta who were often abaent or who 
worked quite alowly were given aaiple time, atrong prompta, and 
opportunitiea to get help from other atudenta. Finally, the obaerver 
noted that atudenta had only limited amounta of independent practice on 
moat taaka and that daily management of the claaa, eapecially in the 
areaa of accountability, monitoring atudent progreaa, auataining taak 
involvement, and controlling time allocationa waa aometimea difficult. 
In other worda, the teacher had a atrong content ayatem, but the 
enactment of thia ayatem occaaionally had ragged edgea. 



The companion claaa in thia aubject area waa an eighth-*grade 
acience claaa taught by Teacher 6 . Thia group of 26 atudenta waa 
compriaed of 14 Angloa, 13 Blacka, and 1 Hiapanic. Studenta in thia 
class complr.k^d 30 taaka related to aapecta of the circulatory and 
digeative systems. Typical taaka required atudenta to read a paaaage 
and anawer queationa, do laboratory activities and record procedurea and 
findinga, or identify atructures. In addition, all atudenta were 




26 



30 



ERLC 



required to complete a science fair project during the observation 
period* 

Activities in Teacher 6*s class ran very snoothlyi and students 
were quite productive. The work itself, however, had three distinctive 
characteristics. First, virtually all tasks were sinor tasks. That is, 
all tasks were accomplished within one or two class periods and each 
counted as only a very minor portion of the grade for the 6 weeks. 
Second, all tasks were self-»cont^ined, that is, the information 
necessary to complete the work was given within the materials for a task 
so that integration or assembly across tasks was unnecessary. Moreover, 
the teacher did not overtly tie tasks to lectures or lectures to 
laboratory or worksheet tasks. Finally, the ordering of the tasks was 
episodic rather than semantic, that is, units did not begin with an 
introduction and lead to an integrative culmination. Rather, tasks 
covering parts of the unit were assigned before the introductory 
lecture, and textbook summaries of units were scheduled after several 
discrete tasks were already completed. All the information was there 
and often repeated, but tasks were treated as independent and 
interchangeable pieces. In addition, tests, which Measured at the level 
of recognition* covered only selected aspects of the total unit. 

In Teacher 2's seventh-*grade English class, there were 12 boys and 
17 girls (20 Anglos, 4 Hispanics, 4 Blacks, 1 East Indian) of several 
ability levels. Teacher 2 used 17 tasks to teach gramar, spelling, 
punctuation, and writing. Spelling assignments were taken primarily 
from the textbook. For grammar and punctuation. Teacher 2 generally 
explained the rule, provided models of correct usage, and had students 
complete short exercises (e.g., sentence completion). Writing 





•••ignnentt usually followed a prescribed fomat and incorporated 
•pelling wordSi specific grasmar aspects and/or punctuation that had 
recently been studied. In other words » the teacher used writing 
assignments as occasions to practice other aspects of the English 

curriculum. 

Analysis of content strands in this class indicates that nost of 
the aajor tasks (and thus aost of the tiae and the greater part of the 
final grade for the 6 weeks) were associated with spelling tests and two 
writing assignnents: a "reasons" paragraph and a ^'changes** assignment . 
The only major task outside these areas was a con&a test in the 
punctuation strand. It is interesting to note that a considerable 
amount of class time was spent explaining and working on a comparison 
and contrast writing aasignment but no product was handed in for a grade 
during the 6 weeks of observation. The observer noted that Teacher 2 
was very thorough and explicit in presenting assignments and in helping 
students complete them. Especially for major writing assigments, the 
teacher offered opportunities for corrective feedback before work was 
handed in for credit. 

Teacher 3*s eighth-graile class was comprised of 13 boys and 13 
girls: 15 Anglos , 9 HispanicSi 1 Blacki and 1 Asian. There was a wide 
range of ability in this average level class » and the teacher made a 
special effort to assist lower ability students and encourage their 
participation in whole-class lessons. Spelling and grammar formed the 
core of the 24 tasks for this 6-week term. Spelling tests were part of 
the regular weekly routine, and a test on 50 words drawn from weekly 
units was given at the end of the term for a major grade. Grammar 
instruction was focused on pronoun and verb usage , and the teacher 
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devoted a Urge Mount of tise to teaching specific algorithms for 
•electing the correct form of pronouns and verbd. In addition, she 
provided aaple opportunity for practice and review. Writing instruction 
consisted of daily entries in journals and a ^'perfect paragraph," that 
is, a paragraph that could be handed in up to four times for feedback 
before a final grade was given. Finally, the teacher required students 
to correct all graded work and keep it in notebooks. At the end of the 
ter«, they were given a notebook test for which they were expected to be 
able to retrieve specific information about iteu on assignaents and 
tests. 

Teacher 4 taught an average ability eighth-grade aath class with 
15 Anglos, 11 Hispanics, and 1 Black (14 boys and 13 girls). The 
content of the 49 tasks completed during the observation period included 
ratios, proportions, and percent. At the end of the observation period, 
students were expected to be able to solve word problems with 
proportions, discounts, sales tax, and interest rates. Concepts were 
introduced by the teacher in class and numerous models presented. 
Students practiced the concepts in a variety of seatwork and homework 
assignments which were checked and reviewed in class. 

A typical session in Teacher 4*s class consisted of the following 
sequence: warm-up exercise, checking homework, review of homework, 
introduction to new content, and seatwork over new content. Topics and 
procedures were explained thoroughly, and the teacher monitored student 
work closely. The teacher followed order of topics in the textbook 
fairly closely (although supplementary materials were also used), and 
there was a considerable amount of semantic progression and integration 
as each lesson built systematically toward a culminating test. 
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Especially tovard the end of the term, the teacher occasionally mixed 
problem types and included word problems in varm*ups and seatwork 
assignments so that students mr« required to select the appropriate 
procedure to use in solving problems. The observer noted that student 
errors on tests vere more likely to occur in computational stages rather 
than in translating the problem's information to the first step of the 
computational algorithm. 

In Teacher 5*s seventh*grade math class » there vere 16 boys and 13 
girls: 13 Anglos, 12 Blacks, and 4 Hispanics. The class was an 
average ability class, but included several outlying low or high ability 
students. During the observation period, the teacher introduced the 
concept of percent in very small steps. Students completed a large 
number of tasks providing practice on each nev skill or concept. In 
addition, they had daily assignments designed to reinforce and evaluate 
skills taught earlier in the year. 

A typical class period for Teacher 5 consisted of the following 
sequence: 1(H20 warm-up problems (with bonus problems for students who 
finished early), oral checking and discussion of warm-up and bonus 
problems, short presentation of new content, short k^eatwork activity 
related to the content presentation, and a seatwork activity covering 
previously taught skills. The teacher worked closely with individual 
students during warm-up and seatwork segments. The teacher used four 
main types of tasks: application tasks (warm-up problems requiring 
different skills), reinforcement tasks (guided practice on new skills), 
review tasks (covering a skill learned earlier in the year), and 
assessment tasks (tests in which students demonstrated attainment and 
retention of skills). 
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The content strands for Teacher 5'i class suggest an interesting 
pattern of repetition and accountability. Several interrated strands 
involving operations vith vhole nuabers, fractions, and decimals 
operated sivultaneously and were encountered on a variable schedule. 
These strands constituted the "old" content covered previously. "New" 
content involving the conversion of fractions to decinals, decimals to 
fractions, and the introduction of percent was introduced along vith old 
content which vas often theaatically related to the new content. 
Students were held accountable during this (temi, however, only for old 
content. 

CoMBonalities across teachers . Four general impressions about the 
teachers in this study are useful. First, the teachers were, with some 
variation, skillful managers. Work involvement and productivity among 
students was typically high and no serious disruptions or continuing 
patterns of inappropriate classroom behavior were observed throughout 
the 6 weeks. Second, the teachers were very explicit and thorough in 
explaining content and procedures and in helping students complete the 
assigned work. Third, the teachers provided ample time and multiple 
opportunities for students to complete the assigned work. Finally, 
there was, with one exception, a strong semantic thread running through 
the content strands vhich served to tie separate tasks together. 

Comnonalities within subject areas . Before focusing on the general 
patterns across task systems, it is helpful to examine, at a descriptive 
level, the commonalities within the subject matter domains of science, 
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English, and Mth. Given that only two teachers in esch subject were 
observed, these conents have quite lioited generslitsbility. 
Nevertheless, they give some sense of subject natter characteristics in 
the data. 

The greatest contrast between classes existed in the area of 
science. Teacher 1 devoted the 6 weeks to measurement and experimental 
design, topics that are not often covered in great depth in junior high 
school science classes. Moreover, tasks were defined broadly, and 
separate tasks were clearly presented as components of a larger content 
picture. The emphasis, in other words, was on meaningful units of 
content and the setting of experiences that would make these units 
meaningful to students. At the level of daily activity, the schedule 
was loose, and accountability and productivity were not dominant themes. 
Teacher 6, on the other hand, covered circulation and digestion, topics 
which are comnonly covered in junior high science, and daily 
productivity was high. These topics conttin a great deal of factual 
information as well as complex biological processes, and the sheer 
amount of information would make this a difficult area to deal with 
under any circumstances. The emphasis in this class was on discrete 
pieces of the content rather than integrative conceptions, and the 
content strands and many of the tasks were only loosely tied together. 
One gets the impression that the class was driven by the logic of 
classroom management (i.e., keeping students engaged in work) rather 
than the logic of the content. The students did a lot of science-like 
work~labs, worksheets, textbook reading, etc. —but it was not clear 
that any overall meaning was built into the system. In sum, these 
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classes represented quite different interpretations of junior high 
school science. 

The English classes of Teachers 2 and 3 vere similar in several 
respects. In both classes, spelling represented, in terM of tine 
expenditure and grade credit, a aajor strand running through the 6-veek 
term, and literature received only passing attention. There vere also 
differences. Writing in Teacher 2*s class was a highly developed 
strand, whereas graaMr vas a central element in Teacher 3's class. 
From the perspective of subject matter, the classes contained distinct 
strands of content: spelling, graanar, vocabulary, writing, and 
literature, although especially within the well developed strands there 
was considerable thematic integration. Some attempt was made by 
Teacher 2 to cut across strands by incorporating some grammar and 
vocabulary elements into writing assignments. Nevertheless, the 
individual strands were distinct in logic and texture, and these 
differences appeared to be intrinsic to the English curriculw itself. 
English, in other words, seems to require that the teacher sustain 
multiple strands that only occasionally intersect. 

At the level of task systems, mathematics for Teacher 4 looked in 
many respects like science for Teacher 1. That is, individual tasks 
were ordered and integrated around broad content themes, namely, ratios, 
proportions, and percent, and there w^« a clear emphasis on 
understanding these concepts. The major difference was that daily 
activities in Teacher 4*s class were quite systematic and production 
oriented, whereas the work system was looser in Teacher l*s class. Math 
for Teacher 5 appeared to be a set of somewhat discrete skills (e.g., 
operations with whole numbers, fractions, and decimals) that needed to 
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be practiced and aattered independently. In this tentei uth v«e 
• inilar to English with if •eparate content •trandt. At the taw tine, 
there was a veak content progression as Teacher 5 introduced nev skills 
(e.g., conversion of fractions to decimals and using percent) that built 
upon previously mastered skills. In contrast to Teacher 4, Teacher 5 
appeared to emphasise math procedures more than math concepts. 

This preliminary attempt to describe content differences is 
intended to stimulate thinking about curricular constraints on task 
systems. At this point, there vould appear to be an interaction between 
curriculimi and a teacher's interpretation of that curriculum. English 
contains distinct strands. Math viewed as a collection of skills can 
end up with strands that are only loosely connected by integrative 
conceptions. Similarly, science seen as a collection of facts, topics, 
and exercises can be enacted as a collection of discrete and 
interchangeable pieces. On the other hand, discrete strands in English 
as well as overall task systems in science and math can be organised 
primarily around integrative conceptions such that tasks become 
progressively more comprehensive. When the latter interpretation 
prevails, one tends to see more incidents of higher level cognitive 
processing. 

Structural features of tasks . There is a sm^ill amount of 
information emerging from the analysis to suggest that there are 
structural features of academic tasks that define their place in the 
mrk system of a classroom. This property of academic work was evident 
for the "perfect paragraph" assignment in Teacher 3's English class. 
The assignment, which counted as a major grade for the 6 weeks, 
consisted of a single paragraph on a topic of the student's own 
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choosing. The paragraph could be handed in on four occaaiont for 
forsative grading and feedback from the teacher before the final 
deadline. If along the way the teacher considered the paragraph 
"'perfect/* then no more %rork vat required. Until perfection vaa 
reached, however, the paragraph could be rewritten and handed in again. 

In general, the student •* response to this assignnent was curious. 
Most of the higher ability students did not do the assignnent until the 
last tiae, after several pointed reminders fron the teacher, and in some 
instances they received low grades. During interviews, these students 
reported that they regularly "forgot" to do the paragraph. Several of 
the lower ability students attempted the paragraph early in the term, 
and during the interviews they described it as an "extra credit" 
assignment. In one instance, a lower ability student handed the 
paragraph in for the first time, was satisfied with the £ he received, 
and failed to hand it in on the last day. Only a few students se^ed to 
understand the assignment fully and take advantage of the opportunities 
for feedback from the teacher. 

A compelling explanation for this pattern of student behavior can 
be constructed around the premise that the task was perceived as an 
"extra credit" assignment despite its definition by the teacher as a 
major grade task. In addition to being defined this way by lower 
ability students, the assignment had several "extra credit" properties: 
Only a very limited amount of time was spent working on the assignment 
in class and risk was low because the paragraph ?ojld be handed in 
several times. Because higher ability students in this class tended not 
to do extra credit assignments, they typically forgot to do their 
paragraphs. Lower ability students, who were more likely to try for 
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extra credit, begen the ettignsent eerly but did not seen to understand 
the need to hand it in several tiaes* 

A siailar pattern was noted in Teacher l*t science class. Students 
vho want to earn a ^ in the class had to conplete one of three optional 
assignments and those vho wanted an A had to complete an additional one 
of three other optional assignments. Although some in-*class time was 
was allowed for these assignments, most students who chose to do these 
assignments worked on them outside of class sessions. Only 12 of 25 
students elected to do these optional assignments and some appeared to 
treat them as extra credit. Indeed, one of the most capable and 
regularly high scoring students in the class accepted a £ on her report 
card rather than complete an optional activity. 

If this interpretation is accurate, it suggests that there are 
distinct structural properties associated with different types of work 
assigned in classrooms and that this structural definition can override 
specific directions from the teacher. Are there other manifestations of 
this effect? For example, does the use of bonus points with an 
assignment tell students that the work is not going to be graded by 
strict criteria? Certainly the present analysis indicates that more 
attention needs to be given to factors that define the character of work 
for students. 
Types of Tasks 

Doyle (1983) proposed that academic tasks could be divided into 
four categories in terms of the underlying operations involved in their 
accomplishment: memory, routine or algorithmic, opinion, and 
understanding. In the MAT classes these categories were certainly 
evident. Many of the tasks clearly involved remembering information 
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prtvious cncountertd or the application of a reliable algorithn to 
generiite a ttt of answers. And in 90m instances, it was fairly clear 
that the students needed to understand the content to interpret vord 
probleas in Mth, design an experiment in science, or select the correct 
pronoun to complete a sentence. But the overall impression is that 
distinguishing between lower and higher level task requireaents in 
classrooms is difficult to do and that this simple distinction does not 
necessarily capture important dimensions of classroom processes 
associated with academic work. As a result, an attempt was made to 
explore alternative ways of depicting the differences among tasks as 
they appear in classroom environments. 

Major vs. minor tasks . The distinction between major and minor 
tasks was introduced to reflect some obvious differences in the nount 
of time and grade credit assigned to various types of academic work. 
For example, a major test based on content dealt tfith over a 2'nreek 
interval might count for one sixth to one fourth of the final mark for a 
6-^ek term. Minor tasks, on the other hand, typically are completed in 
one or two class sessions, and grades on these tasks are averaged with 
several other grades before they contribute to the final mark. For 
analysts, this distinction is relatively easy to make because teachers 
often announce major tasks explicitly. It is not alv ,1 clear, however, 
that students are always aware of the differences between major and 
minor tasks. 

The analysis of tasks sorted initially into major and minor 
categories on the basis of time and credit is beginning to reveal some 
interesting patterns. First, in senantically integrated task systems 
such as Teacher l*s science or Teacher 4*s math, minor tasks (e.g., 
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exercises) represented occasions for practice leading to ujor tasks 
(e.g. 9 tests or %rriting assignaents). In aultiple strand classes auch 
as English, vinor tasks were also used for makly developed atranda such 
as literature or vocabulary. In Teacher 5*s akill-baaed sath clasa, the 
diat Unction between aajor and ainor tasks was less proninent than it was 
in the other classes, and the iapression was given that all vork 
counted. Nevertheless, the teacher did assign differential credit to 
different tasks. Finally, in Teacher 6*a acience claaf , all tasks «rere 
equal, reflecting the interchangeability of taaks in this taak aystem. 

Accountability and credit weave curious paths througfi aajor and 
■inor tasks. In one sense it appeared that standards of accountability 
vere aore atringent for vinor tasks: Itess were either correct or 
incorrect and prompting was nininal. On the other hand, the teachers 
typically handled grading of aajor taaks, whereas atudenta often 
exchanged papera for grading ainor tasks, suggesting a differential 
importance in the teacher's eye. Moreover, major tasks counted more 
heavily in grading for the term and were typically more complex than 
minor tasks. In other words, the consequences of major tasks were 
greater and accompliahment was move difficult. It appears, then, that 
the teachers were more careful in handling accountability for these 
tasks. In Teacher 3*s English class, for instance, the first spelling 
test for the term was repeated because the teacher waa concerned about 
the low grades students received. It would have been unlikely that the 
teacher would have repeated a minor task because of low grades. 

Familiarity vs. assembly . Unraveling the paths of accountability 
in task systems as well as understanding the differential character of 
major tasks required a distinction at another level. A useful 
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distinction energing from the analysis it one between faaiiliarity and 



distinction. 

The analysis of patterns of academic work has pointed to the 
importance of context in defining the character cf academic work. Tasks 
that appear on the surface (e.g.» in teacher presentations to the class 
or in tests students take) to elicit comprehension or analytical skills 
are often accomplished in circumstances that alter fundamentally the 
character of their demands on students. For example, Teacher 3 
(English) administered a pronoun test during the first week of 
observations — on Thursday, January 20. The test required that students 
be able to (a) recognize personal pronouns in a paragraph; (b) select 
the proper form of "its" or "it*s" to complete sentences; (c) choose the 
correct form of personal pronouns to fill blanks in sent'ences; (d) write 
sentences with personal pronouns defined by their position on a pronoun 
chart; and (e) fill in all the blanks in a pronoun chart. The test 
appeared to demand a considerable mastery of pronouns. Yet, there was a 
high congruence between the exercises students completed prior to the 
test and the sections of the test itself. In other words, the students 
had considerable practice identifying pronouns in paragraphs, 
distinguishing between "its" and "it*s" to complete sentences, selecting 
pronoun forms to fill blanks in sentences, and putting pronouns into 
cells on the pronoun chart. Although the exact items from exercises 
were not repeated on the test, it is likely that the test environment 
was quite familiar to students and that recall and application were 
simplified substantially by this familiarity. In the end, it is not 
easy to describe precisely what the cognitive demands of this task were* 



assembly. In this section an attempt is made to explicate this 
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It is clear, hoveveri that tinply accepting the teacher's definition of 
the taak in class or analysing the cognitive denands of itMs on the 
test outside the instructional context could lead to an inadequate 
representation of the task students accomplished* 

Preliminary analyses of examples such as this suggest that tasks in 
classrooms differ on tf#o basic dimensions related to the amount of 
student decision making: (a) the familiarity of the task environments, 
and (b) the amount of assembly of different pieces of information or 
types of operations that must be done to construct a product. 
Familiarity refers to the similarities in task elements across occasions 
in which students vork with a particular content strand, such as 
pronouns, algorithms for adding fractions, or descriptive paragraphs. 
The analysis of this dimension directs attention to the amount of 
intellectual vork students must do to connect vhat they know to the 
particular problem or |.tjduct they are working on. In the example from 
Teacher 3*s class described above, for instance, there was a high degree 
of similarity across occasions in which students worked with personal 
pronouns, a factor that appeared to simplify the tasks and reduce the 
cognitive demands on the students. Assembly focuses on the extent to 
which students are required to put information or operations together in 
ways they have not previously seen. Tasks in math that are high in 
assembly, for example, would involve such processes as combining 
algorithms already learned into a chain of operations, or selecting from 
a set of algorithms those applicable to a particular problem. Some 
tasks of this nature were found in Teacher l*s science class and 
Teacher 4*s math class. It would seem clear that these dimensions are 
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closely associated with the cognitive level of tasks accomplished in 
classrooBS. 

Pro* the perspective of student perfomance, there was also a 
difference between faailiar and assesbly tasks. In general, as the 
complexity of the operations required to accomplish a task increased, 
rates of errors and noncompletion of work increased. That is, fewer 
students were able to do the work or, at times, attempted to complete 
it. When assembly tasks did occur, it was much more difficult to 
sustain productivity in a class. 

The issue of accountability becomes more sensible lAen it is viewed 
from the perspective of task familiarity. In general, routinized and 
familiar tasks, irtiether major or minor, were subject to strict 
accountability. Students were expected to hand in their work on time, 
and assessments of performance could be traced directly to suMative 
grades for the term. In some classes (e.g.. Teacher 3, Teacher 5, and 
Teacher 6), however, it was observed that accountability was suspended 
or at least softened when students were working on sore challenging 
tasks. 

On a few occasions, teachers used bonus points to supplement grades 
for individual tasks and gave extra chances to complete tasks 
successfully. Teacher 3 (English), for instance, was dissatisfied trith 
the grades for the first spelling unit of the 6-week term. After 
expressing her dissatisfaction to the students, the teacher prepared the 
students for a re*test by providing time to review the content of the 
unit and by conducting a tic-tac*toe game over words, definitions, and 
sentences. The winning temn in the game received 5 bonus points that 
could be applied to their grade on their re^test. Grades on the 




ERIC 



15 



second test were higher, in part because of bonus points » and the 
teacher was pleased with the class performance. 

Bonus points irere also used by aost of the other teachers, but the 
relation of bonus points to grades for the term was not always clear. 
Bonus points were often not recorded or were attached to work that did 
not count very heavily in calculating the final tern grade. It appears 
that bonus points were often used as an iasediate inducement to 
encourage students to do a particular task, but the long-term 
consequence on grades was minimal, although this fact was not always 
made explicit to students. Situations in which bonus points appear are 
currently being examined to determine whether their use is associated 
with special types of academic work. In particular, were bonus points 
used to induce students to try academic work at higher levels of 
cognitive processing? 

In classes taught by Teachers 2, 3, and 5 there was the general 
looseness of policies for grading daily work and practice exercises. 
Teacher 2 (English) seldom recorded grades for work done in class and 
Teacher 3 (English) did not grade review exercises done imaiediately 
before a test. In addition. Teacher 3 graded daily work only 
indirectly: Daily work was graded and grades were recorded, but they 
were not averaged for the term. Rather, a notebook test in which 
students were required to provide specific information about items on 
all assignments kept in their notebooks was substituted for an average 
of daily grades. This policy was not made explicit to students. The 
teacher told the observer that daily grades were given to make sure 
students did the work. Teacher 5 (math) did not grade any work on new 
material until the students had several weeks to practice with it. 
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Agaiiii this policy not aade explicit to students. Indeed, 
accountability in Teacher 5*s class seened to be based on her personal 
knowledge of each student's progress rather than explicitly on recorded 
grades. Students only occasionally received graded papers back, but the 
impression was given that all vork was inspected by the teacher. 

An examination of major grades, that is, grades that contributed 
most heavily to a term grade, indicated that they vere typically, but 
not exclusively, attached to vork that vas familiar and routinised, such 
as spelling, journal writing, or varm^ups. In other words, a 
significant portion of term grades consisted of vork that is readily 
accomplishable by nearly all of the students. In Teacher 3*s English 
class, for instance, half of the term grade vas based on the perfect 
paragraph, journals, and the notebook test. All three of these tasks 
were relatively lov on risk. In Teacher 2*s English class, considerable 
weight was given to spelling tests in calculating term grades. At one 
level, there seemed to be a presumption among the teachers that students 
could be expected to accomplish these tasks and therefore could be held 
accountable for the work. At another level, this policy for major 
grades works in conjunction with policies for bonus points and grading 
new work to create an economy of surplus credit in classrooms and a 
"fail-safe" cushion for academic work. In the language of the 
conceptual framework for the HAT study, teachers appear to suspend risk 
for academic work in a solution of surplus credit. Part of this effect 
occurs because all grades have to be reduced to a single grade /it the 
end of the term. Along the wsy, some grades are lost or their effects 
are washed out. In addition, the surplus credit system enables the 
teacher to rapidly adjust the effects of risk on particulsr tssks, 
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especially those for vhich perforasnce is likely to be poor, without 
abandoning accountability altogether. 



analysis of the junior high school data suggests that the curriculum can 
be defined as a lunar landscape consisting of a sequence of tasks each 
of which defines a gap students anist cross by processing information on 
their own. These gaps are often quite narrow, such as those which can 
be crossed by using a two-step computational algorithm in mathematics or 
remembering the spelling of a list of wordy. Sometimes the gaps are 
wider, such as those involving composition, novel word problems, 
application of a science concept to an unfamiliar problem, or designing 
an experiment. 

Progress through the curriculum is generally efficient when the 
gaps are small. When gaps are larger, students would seem to bunch up 
at the edge. That is, many of the students have a difficult time 
getting started with the assigned work. In addition, error rates 
increase and completion rates decrease. These conditions create 
workplace tensions in a classroom between the academic task system and 
the demands for pace and momentum inherent in the group management 
system (see Doyle, 1980, 1983; Kounin, 1970). Teachers often appear to 
respond to such tension by either redefining gaps to make them smaller 
or calling upon the surplus credit available in the situation to 
encourage students to take the risk of leaping over larger gaps. 

These adjustments to the task system do not involve formal or even 
spoken negotiations between teachers and students or overt resistance to 
academic work. Rather, the effect seems to be a "natural'' effect of the 
workplace forces in classrooms. In any case, it is reasonable to ask 



Curriculum as a lunar landscape . The picture emerging frrr: the 
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about the effects of this eaoothing of the work eyetem on the 
fundamental character of the academic work students accomplish. 

Although preliminary, this metaphor hat the advantage of clearly 
showing a poscible way in which teacher, student, curriculum, and 
management variables intersect in classroom environments. In this 
respect, it is a useful tool for analysing the management of academic 
tasks. 

Anticipatory management of the curriculum . With the exception of 
Teacher 1 (science), the junior high school classes included i^ Spring 
data collection appeared to be designed for the efficient production of 
academic work. That is, task systems were constructed and managed in 
such a manner that a great deal of student work was accomplished with a 
high degree of work involvement from nearly all students. Observational 
records indicate that the classes were often organised around routinised 
work patterns, such as warmmps in math classes and recurring journal 
writing segments and spelling assignments in English classes. In 
addition, work was typically defined quite explicitly and students were 
given a great deal of guided practice with problem types. Finally, the 
emphasis in processing content seemed to be on using algorithms rather 
than on higher level cognitive operations. 

An examination of the tasks themselves indicates they were usually 
high in familiarity and low in assembly. That is, students seldom 
operated for very long in novel task environments and were seldom 
required to pull together information or processes in ways that had not 
been demonstrated to them in advance. Instruction was very step^like 
and gaps students had to fill with their own information processing were 
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relatively small. At « result, they aoved through the curriculuo with 
reasonable ease and efficiency, and class sessions ran smoothly. 

In one case, Teacher 6 (science), content development across the 
term did not seem to follov a clear logical progression. The teacher 
covered a large amount of content, but it appeared as though topics vere 
scheduled on the basis of management considerations primarily, that is, 
on the basis of how work events fit into the timeframes of class 
meetings or how they appealed :o students. From the perspective of the 
content, the sequence often appeared to be arbitrary. Yet, a large 
amount of work vas completed and student engagement was high throughout 
the term. Moreover, there is no clear evidence that the students were 
bothered by the apparent lack of content progression or integration. 
There was a logic to the work system, that is, tasks were predictable 
and easy to accomplish, and the students seemed satisfied with this 
arrangement. 

The contrast case of Teacher 1 (science) is instructive. In this 
class, substantially fewer tasks were accomplished, engagement was not 
always high, and work was not always conducted efficiently. Yet the 
logical progression of content was quite explicit and clear, and 
students were pushed to deal with some fundamental issues in science. 
Finally, the texture of the task system in this class was distinctive. 
In particular, the gaps students had to fill with their own information 
processing were typically larger than those in the other classes. Task 
environments were not always high on familiarity, and students were 
sometimes required to discern relationships, assemble information, and 
solve problems. 
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The analytit of production tyttent raises the issue of whether 
'knowledge and skills acquired in saall^step task systeat are voven to 
these task environaents or coded flexibly enough to be usable in 
different situations. In other words, was knowledge coded episodically 
rather than senantically? Certainly aost of the teachers appeared to 
work toward creating familiarity for task environments, and few 
opportunities were provided for students to make executive-level 
decisions with content or struggle with problems of expressing meaning. 
If episodic coding prevailed, then it could be argued that understanding 
vas limited and success on other types of tasks (such as independent 
measures of achievement) vould be expected only for tasks requiring 
parallel processing. Under such circumstances, modifying task 
environments to test the limits of what students know might result in 
production deficiencies, that is, students might not recognise that they 
can use what they know. 

One interpretation of the production systems in the NAT classes is 
that the teachers anticipated possible difficulties associated with 
assembly tasks and sharpened and refined the work into steps that 
students could easily accomplish. In other words, they smoothed out 
possible workplace tension in advance. If this interpretation is 
accurate, then classroom management, by feeding back into planning 
decisions, has a substantial impact on curriculum (see Doyle, in press)* 
That is, teachers are, in part, achieving order in classrooms by 
excluding academic work that might place strains on the management 
system (see Doyle, in press, for a discussion of this issue). If such 
is the case, then research into the management of academic tasks is 
central to the achievement of excellence in American education. 

E^f copy AVAILABLE " SI 



In this regard, the analysis of production dimensions of the 
classes gives some Insights Into the components of classroom work 
systems. It Is Instructive to describe the large number of elements 
teachers appeared to hold In place to sustain work In the classes. In 
addition, establishing and sustaining higher order tasks would seem to 
require highly refined management skills to operate work systems 
effectively. 



The study of academic tasks In junior high school classes. Phase I 
of the MAT, has generated rich Insights into how teacher, student, 
curriculum, and management variables Intersect in the construction of 
educative events In classrooms. This paper contains a summary of some 
of this knowledge and of the questions and methods that guided the 
analysis. Phase II of the study Is focusing on high school English and 
science classes, and much work remains to be done. Phase I has been 
encouraging In Its promise to Increase our understanding of how 
classrooms work and what factors teachers need to consider In planning 
effective secondary teaching. 



Conclusion 
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Appendix A 
Topic and Task Lists 
for HAT Teachers 
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MAT Teacher 1, Sanford - 1 



MAT Teacher 1 



Academic Tasks Accomplished from 
2/9/83 to 3/3/83 (Scientific Methods Unit) 



Major Tasks: 



a. (Task 10) Experiment 1, using the scientific 



method: Does a gas have mass and weight? Ss do 
experiment and answer 11 questions. 

Date due: 2/18/83 (But many turned it in 
earlier) 

Sessions: 6 (2/10, 2/11, 2/14, 2/15, 2/16, 
2/18, possibly 2/21) 

Time: Overlap with Tasks 11 4 12. For Tasks 
10-12 considered as a unit, total time vas 298, 
or 22Z of total observed task time. 

b. (Task 11) Experiment 2, using the scientific 
method: Does an object weigh more or less in 
water than in air? Ss perform experiment and 
answer 1 question. 

Date due: 2/18/83 (But some turned it in 
earlier) 

Sessions: 6 (2/10, 2/11, 2/14, 2/15, 2/lb, 
2/18, possibly 2/21) 

Time: Overlap with Tasks 10 ( 12. For Tasks 
10-12 considered as a unit, total time was 298, 
or 22Z of total observed task time. 

c. (Task 12) Experiment 3, using the scientific 
method: Is alcohol more or less dense than 
water? 

Date handed in: 2/22/83 (Final extended due 
date was 2/23, but students had all in 2/22) 

Sessions: 8 (2/10, 2/11, 2/14, 2/15, 2/16, 
2/18, 2/21, 2,22) 

Time: Overlap with Tasks 10 & 11. For Tasks 
10-12 considered as a unit, total time was 298, 
or 22Z of total observed task time. 
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MAT Teacher 1, Sanford * 2 



d. (Task 14) Test over the acientific net hod and 
experiments. 

Date turned in: 3/3/83 (Originally scheduled 
for 3*1 1 aoved to 3*2, Ss allowed to finish 3*3) 

Sessions: 6 (Presenting and reviewing for test 
**4 sessions: 2/23, 2/24, 2/28, 3/1. Taking 
test**2 sessions: 3/2, 3/3) 

Time: 216 minutes, or 16Z of total observed 
task time. 

e. Optional activities done mostly out of class by 
12 of 25 Ss. Only about 12 minutes (less than 
IZ) of whole class task time was used to work on 
optional tasks, although at least 5 Ss irorked on 
optional tasks in class for significant blocks 
of time. 

Minor Tasks: a. (Task 7) Read handout '^Performing an Experiment" 

and fill in 6 steps of scientific method. 

Date handed in: Checked in notebook 2/15/83 

Sessions: Homework assignment, but discussed 
2/9, 2/10; time also available 2/15 

Time: Only 1 minute, officially. Discussion 
after 2/9 was content development for tasks 
10*12, although Ss could have still worked on 7. 

b. (Task 8) Rationale statements for each of the 6 
steps of the scientific method. 

Date handed in: 2/9/83 

Sessions: 1 (2/9) 

Time: 40 minutes, 32 total observed tine. 

c. (Task 9) Questions over the scientic method and 
concepts of mass and weight. 

Date handed in: 2/14/63 

Sessions: 1 (2/11 plus homework) (Eight 
students also worked on it in class 2/14) 

Time: 5 minutes, less than IZ of total observed 
class tine. 
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MAT Teacher 1, Sanford - 3 



d. (Task 13) Notebook grade 

Date turned in: 2/15/83 

Sessions: 3 (1/18, 2/14, 2/15) 

Tine: 11 ninutes, less than IZ total observed 
task time, although sone Ss worked in class 
2/15, without official peniission* 
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MAT Teacher 1 , Sanford - 1 



HAT Teacher 1 
Academic Tasks Acconplished from 
1/18/83 to 2/8/83 (Heasurenent and Hetrics Unit) 

Major Tasks: a. (Task 4) Lab assignment on metric system and 

measurement • 

Date due: 2/4/83 

Sessions: 8 (1/24, 1/26, 1/27, 1/28, 1/31, 2/1, 
2/2, 2/3) 

Time: 341 minutes, or 2SZ of total observed 
task time. 

b. (Task 6) Test over metric system and measure- 
ment. 

Date due: 2/8/83 

Sessions: 3 (2/4, 2/7, t 2/8) 

Time: 99 minutes, or 7X of total observed task 
time. 

Minor Tasks: a. (Task 1) Scientific measurement questions. 

Date due: 1/28/83 
Sessions: 2 (1/18, & 1/19) 

Time: 72 minutes, or SZ of total observed class 
task time. 

b. (Task 2) Notes on 3 movies on metric system. 
Date due: Notes checked in notebook, 2/15/83. 
Sessions: 1 (1/21) 

Time: 49 minutes, or 32 of total observed task 
time. 

c. (Task 3) Notes on movie on atomic power. 

Date due: checked, if at all, in notebook, 
2/15/83. 

Sessions: 1 (1/25) 

Time: 53 minutes, or 42 of total observed task 
time. 

o BEST COPY AVAILABLE a-« 
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d. (Task 5) Scientific measurement vocabulary 
puttie. 

Date due: 2/8/83 
Settiont: 1 (2/4) 

Time: 15 minutes, of IZ of total observed task 
time. 
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Description of Tasks (Teacher 6), MAT-*1 

Topic Lift 



1/17/83 (Monday) 

1. Teacher lecture on blood and diffusion. (The teacher questioned 
the students for aesory of inforvation previously presented. 
Students took notes on the teacher presentation. The teacher 
gave several definitions orally and students vere to vrite these 
down in their notes.) 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected dittoed 
Worksheet A: The circulatory Systea*Tbe Blood. 

1/18/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. Students did diffusion lab experiment and wrote up lab reports: 
Lab #2. 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected dittoed 

worksheet B: The Circulatory Systea-^The Heart. 

1/19/83 (Wednesday) 

1. Students took notes during nurse's lecture on blood types. 

*2. Students did blood typing and centrifuging lab t"^-^ wrote up lab 
reports: Lab #3. 

1/20/83 (Thursday) 

1. Teacher lecture on parts of circulatory system and blood flow. 
(Students required to take notes and label handouts as the 
teacher did this.) 

2. The teacher reviewed lecture by calling students individually up 
to a heart diagram on the bulletin board and having them 
identify structures. (Public) 

*3. Students began lab #4. The Circulatory System^Activity Sheet. 
1/21/83 (Friday) 

*1. Students finish lab #4. The Circulatory System-Activity Sheet. 
1 24/83 (Monday) 

*1. Students did Blood Pressure and Heart Sounds Lab #5 and wrote up 
lab reports. 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected dittoed 

worksheet C| The Circulatory System-Blood VesselSi and dittoed 
worksheet The Circulatory System^Blood Typing. 



*Tasks 

^ BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Description of Tasks (Tcschcr 6), MAT— 2 

Topic List 



1/25/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. Students finished Blood pressure and Heart Sounds Lab #5. 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected textbook 

assignnent #1, Circulation. F ocus On Life Science textbook. 

*3. Students did circulation crossword pussle. 
1/26/83 (Wednesday) 

*1. Students do Earthvorm dissection Lab #6. 
1/27/83 (Thursday) 

No Class 
1/28/83 (Friday) 

*1. Students take an identification test on the circulatory system. 

*2. Students mrk on science fair notebooks and the teacher has 
conferences with individual students concerning their science 
fair projects. 

3. Students vatch a filn strip on the circulatory system. 
1/31/83 (Monday) 

*1. Students did Heart Beat Rate Lab #7 

2. Students correct old papers. 

3. Film strip on digestive system. 
2/1/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. Students vork independently on their science fair notebooks and 
projects and the teacher has conferences with individu/il 
students concerning this task. 

2/2/83 (Wednesday) 

*1. Students took a circulatory system spelling test. 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected the textbook 

assignment #2, The Digestive System. E xploring Living Things 
textbook. 

2/3/83 (Thursday) 

1. Teacher lecture on the digestive system (students required to 
take notes.) 

er|c best copy available 



Description of Tasks (Ttscher 6), MAT~3 

Topic List 



2/4/83 (Friday) 

*1. Studtnta did Taate Lab #8 and wrote up lab reports. 
2/7/83 (Honday) 

1. Teacher lecture and review of the digestive system. (Students 
took notes and labeled a diagram during the teacher lecture and 
the teacher questioned students for m'^mory of previous infor-* 
mat ion presented this was an ora?. questioning and only 
volunteers participated.) 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected dittoed worksheets 
A» B, and D on the digestive system. 

2/8/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. Students did and exchanged and correctet! dittoed worksheets E & 
F on the digestive system. 

*2. Students did and exchanged and corrected microfilm sets 50 and 
93 on Animal Tissue and Ingestion. 

3. Students began working on a spelling review sheet for the 
digestive system. 

2/9/83 (Wednesday) 

1. Students watched film-strip on the digestive system. 

*2. Students did and then exchanged and corrected crossword pussle 
on the digestive system and abbreviations. 

2/10/83 (Thursday) 

*1. Digestive Heat Lab #9 

2/11/83 (Friday) 

!• Students watched film on bacteria. 

*2. Students did textbook assignment #3; Nutrition. Focus On Life 
Sc ience textbook. 

*3» Students gave the teacher science fair notebooks, one at a time, 
and the teacher quickly checked and wrote comments on these and 
then returned them to the students. 

4. The teacher gave students progress reports after checking their 
science fair notebooks. 

*5. Students began working on food graphs. 
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Topic List 



2/14/63 (Monday) 

*1. Students exchanged and corrected text assignemt #3 on 

nutrition. (The teacher recorded grades as students called them 
out.) 

*2. Students completed and handed in food graphs. 

3. Students recorded science fair information onto judging sheets. 

4. Teacher lecture on good healr^. habits. (Students took notes.) 
2/15/63 (Tuesday) 

*1. Students did Lab #10, The Digestive System - Activity Sheet. 
2/16/63 (Wednesday) 

1. Teacher lecture on Health. (Students took notes.) 
2/17/63 (Thursday) 

1. Teacher lecture on nutrition. (Students took notes.) 

2. The teacher reviewed movement of food through the digestive 
system and the digestive process (by questioning students) as 
she passed out treats. 

*3. Students to write a description of movement of an apple through 
the digestive system. 

*4. Students did Identification of Food groups and corresponding 
Minerals or Vitamins - dittoed vorkeheet. 

2/16/63 (Friday) 

*1. Students did and then exchanged and corrected textbook 
assignment #4, Drugs. Focus On Life Science textbook. 

2/21/63 (Monday) 

1. Students watched film about insects. 
*2. Students set up science fair projects. 

3. 3 students did a textbook assignment. (These students did not 
bring science fair projects to class as instructed.) 

2/22/63 (Tuesday) 

1. Students watched film about insects and then a Walt Disney film 
about the body and digestion. 
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Description of Tasks (T««cher 6), MAT— 5 

Topic List 



2/23/83 (Wednesdsv) 

*!• Students did frog dissection: Lab #11 
2/24/83 (Thursday) 

*1. Students coapleted frog dissection; Lab #11 
*2* Identification test on frog dissection* 
3. The teacher lectured on Black history. 
4* Class discussion concerning hose remedies (Fol lore). 
2/^83 (Friday) 

*1. Students wrote up lab reports for the frog dissection: Lab #11 
*2. Students took identification test on the digestive systen. 

3. Students looked over graded judging sheets for their science 
fair projects. 

4. The teacher handed out certificates for science fair projects to 
students vho did not win awards. 

5. The teacher explained her grading procedure and told students 
who wished to know, their 6 weeks grade. 

6. Students watched filB on reptiles. 
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MAT Teacher 6 

Aeadtaie Tasks 1/17/83-2/25/83—1 



1. The Circulatory Systen— The Blood; Dittoed Worksheet A Minor task 
Handed in: 1/17/83 

Sessions 1: 1/17/83 
Tiae: 19 minutes 

2. Diffusion Lab #2 Minor task 
Handed in: 1/18/83 

tssions 2: 1/17/83, 1/18/83 
Tiae: 47-65 minutes 

3. The Circulatory Systfy*-- The Heart; Dittoed Worksheet B Minor task 
Hinded in: 1/18/83 

Sessions 1: 1/16/83 
Tiae: 19 ainutes 

4. Blood Typing and Centrifuging Lab #3 Minor task 
Handed in: 1/19/83 

Sessions 1: 1/19/83 
Tiae: 45 ainutes 

5. The Circulatory Systea — ^Activity Sheet; Lab #4 Minor task 
Handed in: 1/21/83 

Sessions 2: 1/20/83, 1/21/83 
Tiae: 57 ainutes 

6. Blood Pressure and Heart Sounds Lab #5 Minor task 
Handed in: 1/25/83 

Sessions 2: 1/24/83, 1/25/83 
Tiae: 18 ainutes 
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Aeadtaie Tasks 1/17/83-2/25/83—2 



7. The Circulatory Syatea— The Blood Vtaaela; Dittoed Worksheet C 

The Circulatory Systea— Blood Typing; Dittoed Worksheet D Minor task 
Handed in: 1/24/83 
Sessions 1: 1/24/83 
Tiae: 23 ainutes 

8. Textbook Assigaent #1, Circulation Minor task 
Handed in: 1/25/83 

Sessions 1: 1/25/83 
Tiae: j4 ainutes 

9. Crossword Pussle: Tour Heart and How It Works Minor task 
Handed in: 1/25/83-1/26/83 

Sessions 1: 1/25/83 
Tiae: 7-14 ainutes 

10. Earthwora Dissection Lab #6 Minor task 
Handed in: 1/26/83 

Sessions 1: 1/26/83 
Tiae: 54 ainutes 

11. Circulatory Systea Identification Quiz Minor task 
Handed in: 1/28/83 

Sessions 2: 1/28/83; 1/20/83 
Tiae: 1 hour, 10 ainutes 

12. Science Fair notebook and project Major task 
Handed in: 2/21/83 

Sessions 6: 1/24, 1/28, 1/31, 2/1, 2/14, 2/21; whil.< observer was present 
Tiae: 1 hour 54 ainutes (while observer was present) 
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13« Heart B«at Rate Lab #7 Minor task 

Haiidtd in: 1/31/83 
Seaaiona 1: 1/31/83 
Tine: 21 ai?utea 

14. Circulatory Syaten Spelling Teat Minor taak 

Handed in: 2/2/83 
Seaaiona 1: 2/2/83 
Tise: 12 ainutea 

15* Textbook Aaaignaent #2, Digeation Minor taak 

Handed in: 2/2/83 
Seaaiona 1: 2/2/83 
Time: 41 sinutea 

16. Taate Lab #8 Miner tssk 
Banded in: 2/4/83 

Seaaiona 1: 2/4/83 
Tine: 51 ainutea 

17. The Digeative Syaten — Food; Dittoed Workaheet A Minor vaak 
The Digeative Syatem—The Mouth 4 Throat; Dittoed Workaheet B 

The Digeative Sya ten—The Eaophagua 4 Stonach; Dittoed Workaheet C 
The Digeative Syaten— The Liver 4 Pancreaa; Dittoed Workaheet 0 
Corrected, not handed in: 2///83 
Seaaiona 1: 2/7/83 
Tine: 25 ninutea 

18. The Digeative Syaten-*The Small Inteatine; Dittoed Worksheet E Minor taak 
The Digeative Syaten— The Large Inteatine; Dittoed Workaheet F 
Corrected, not handed in: 2/8/83 

Seaaiona 1: 2/8/83 



Time: 17 minutea 
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Acadeaic Tasks l/17/83-2/2S/83'-4 



19. Microfila set 50; Animal Tistuta 
MicrofilB m 93; Ingestion (Aaoeba) 
Corrected^ not handed in: 2/8/83 
Sessions 1: 2/8/83 

Tine: 28*35 minutes 

20. Crossvord Puaale: Miscellaneoua 
Handed in: 2/9/83 

Sessions 1: 2/9/83 
Tine: 33 minutes 

21. Digestive Heat Lab #9 
Handed in: 2/10/83 
Sessions 1: 2/10/83 
Tine: 51 minutes 

22. Textbook Assignment #3; Hutrition 
Handed in: 2/14/83 

Sessions 2: 2/11/83. 2/14/83 
Time: 55 minutes 

23. Food graphs 
Handed in: V14/83 
Sessions 2: 2/11/83. 2/14/83 
Time: 35 minutes 

24. The Digestive System— * Act ivity Sheet; Lab #10 
Handed in: 2/15/83 

Sessions 1: 2/15/83 

Time: 52 minutes 



Minor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 
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Acedeaic Iwke 1/17/83-2/25/83—5 



25. Written description of Boveaent of epplt throu^ the 
digestive systes end the digestive process. 

Handed in: 2/17/83 
Sessions 1: 2/17/83 
Tiae: 13 ainutes 

26. Identification of Food Groups and Corresponding Minerals 
and Vitaains; A Worksheet 

Handed in: 2/17/83 
Sessions 1: 2/17/83 
Tiae: 19 ainutes 

27. Textbook Assignaent #4; Drugs 
Banded in: 2/18/83 
Sessions 1: 2/18/83 

Tiae: 50 ainutes 

28. Frog Dissection; Lab #11 
Handed in: 2/25/83 

Sessions 3: 2/23/83, 2/24/83, 2/25/83 
Tiae: 1 hour and 16 ainutes 

29. Frog Structure Identification Quiz 
Test taken on 2/24/83 

Sessions 2: 2/23/83, 2/24/83 
Tiae: 68 ainutes 

30. Digestive Systea Identification Quiz 
Handed in: 2/25/83 

Sessions 2: 2/7/83, 2/25/83 
Tiae: 41 ainutes 



Minor task 
(Ho grade given) 



Miuor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 



Minor task 
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Topic Liit for 1/17/83 • 2/25/83 

Week #1 

January 17, 1983 - (Monday) 

1. Ch^ck writing segment of TABS teat 

2. Topic sentence recognition and corrections 

3. Spelling words (Unit !6) 

4. Sentence diagramming 

Homework • Study for quiz on Confusing Word List #4 for Thursday 
January 18, 1983 - (Tuesday) 

1* Sentence diagranraing (check then) 
2. Check reading section of TABS test 

3* Reasons and Examples Paragraphs; please pass out journaU 
Homework - Study for Spelling Pretest #16 
January 19, 1983 - (Wednesday) 
Comma Rule #7 

2. Spelling Pretest #16 

3. Reasons and Examples Paragraph 

Homework - Pretest homework and Confusing Words Quiz on Thursday 
January 20, 1983 - (Thursday) 
♦1. Confusing Words Quiz #4 

2. Adverbs, p* 242 

3. Peer editing of first draft • Final draft due Monday 
Homework - Study for Spelling Test #16 

January 21, 1983 - (Friday) 

1« Table of Contents folder check next week 
♦2. Spelling Test Unit 16 - Have you turned in your pretest 
homework? 

BEST COPY AVAILA3LE 
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3. Journal writing 

Homework - Reasons and Examples Paragraph due Monday - 45 minute 
detention ♦ 0 for anyone caught empty-handed 



January 24, 1983 - (Monday) 

1. Copy Table of Contents for folder check 

*2. Paragraphs - keep at desks until called for 

3. Conma Rule #8 

4. Comparison and Contrast Paragraph 
3. Spelling Unit #19, p. 60 

Homework - 1) Diagran sentences on aide chalkboard, 2) Spelling 
p. 60, Al and 2 
January 25, 1963 - (Tuesday) 

*1. Sentence diagrafraning - keep your homework 

2. Comparison and Contrast Paragraph 

3. Adjectives and Adverbs, ?. 248 (never materializes) 
Homework - 1) Spelling Pretest fl9, 2) Folder check 

January 26, 1983 - (Wednesday) 
*1. Folder check 

2. Spelling Pretest vl9 

3. Journal writing 

4. Adjectives and Adverbs, o. 248 (never materializes) 
Homework - Pretest homework - write each word you missed five 
t imes 

January 27. 1983 - (Thurf'fsy) 

1. "Capitalization and Punctuation for People Who Hate 



'-'^ieek »'2 



Capitalization and Punctuation. 
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2. Adjectives and Adverbt? 

Homework • Study for Spelling Test 1^19 
January 28, 1983 - (Friday) 
1. Adjective or Adverb? 
*2. Spelling Test «19 

3. Comma Rules 

Homework - Test over all Comma Rules next Tuesday 

Week <3 

January 31, 1983 - (Monday) 

1. Comparison and Contrast Paragraph 

2. Capitalization Rules 

*3. Spelling Unit «20, p. 63, Al and 2 

Homework * Comma Quiz tomorrow over all Comma Rules 
February 1, 1983 - (Tuesday) 
*1 • Comma Quiz 

2. Capitalization (never materializes) 

3. Sentence diagramming, p. 398 

Homework * 1) Finish sentence diagrams, 2) Spelling Pretest 41^20, 
3) Bring picture of self as small child 
February 2, 1983 • (Wednesday) 

1. Capitalization 

2. Spelling Pretest #20 

3. Sentence diagramming 

Homework » 1) Pretest homework, 2) Sentence diagramming, 3) 
Picture 

February 3, 1983 - (Thursday) 
*1. Sentence diagramming 

ERidT COPY AVAILABLE 
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2. Journal writing 

3. Pronouns, read pp. 182-3, do examples, p. 183 (never 
materializes) 

Homework - 1) Spelling Test #20, 2) Final draft of poem with 
picture 
February A, 1983 • (Friday) 
*1. Capitalisation 
*2. Spelling Test #20 
3. "Changes" 
No Homework 

Week #4 

February 7, 1983 - (Monday) 

1. Pronouns, pp. 182 and 183 
*2. "Changes" 
♦3. Spelling Unit #21 

Homework - 1) Spelling, pp. 66 and 67, Al and 2, and check the 
spelling, 2) Do you have any tests to make up?, 3) Signed 
Progress Reports due 



1. 


Pronouns 




2. 


Comparison 


and Contrast Paragraph 


3. 


"My Father 


and the Hippopatamus ," p. 444 




Homework - 


1) Spelling Pretest #21, 2) Do 




make up? 




Februar 


y 9. 1983 - 


(Wednesday) 



1. Spelling Pretest #21 

2. "My Father and the Hippo." 
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3. Conparison and Contrast Paragraph 

Honework - Write each word you missed on your Pretest five times 
February 10, 1983 - (Thursday) 

*1. Pronouns: tay, identify, replace 
2. Comparison and Contrast Paragraph - YOU MUST HAVE YOUR OUTLINE 
TOMORROW 

Homevork - Spelling Test #21 
February 11, 1983 - (Friday) 
*1. Capitalization 
*2. Spelling Test #21 
3* Comparison and Contrast Paragraph (never materialized) 
Homework - Rough draft due Monday 



February , 1983 - (Monday) 

1. Capitalization 

2. Test taking tips 

3. Comparison and Contrast Paragraph 

H^^^tevork - 1) Outline and rough draft due tomorrow, 2) Two 



February 15, 1983 - (Tuesday) 

1. My Father Lives in a Downtown Hotel 

2. ''Wc'uld a Lapidary Play Leapfrog in a Lyceum?" 

3. Parts of Speech (review) (never materialized) 
February 16, 1983 - (Wednesday) 

1. My Dad /es in a Downtown Hotel 

2. **Would a Lapidary. • •** 1*10 due tomorrow 

3. Capitalization (never materialized) 



Week #5 



sharpened pencils, 3) Something to read 
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February 17, 19B3 • (Thursday) 
I. My Dad Lives « . . 
*2. Would a Lapidary..." 
3. Capitalization (never materialized) 
CAPITALIZATION QUIZ TOMORROW 
February 18. 19B3 - (Friday) 

1 . My Dad Lives , . . 

2. Capitalization 

3. Eight Flirts of Speech Review (never materialized) 

Week #6 

February 21 > 19B3 - (Monday) 
1 . My Dad Lives . . . 
*2. Capitalization 
3. Spelling Unit <^22 

Homework * Spelling, p. 69, Al and 2, p. 70, check the spelling 
and check the meaning 
February 22, 19B3 • (Tuesday) 

1 . My Dad Lives , . . 

2. Write a reaction to the book 

3. Eight Part^ of Speech Review 
Homework - Spelling Pretest P22 

February 23, 19B3 • (Wednesday) 

1. T^tKs of Speech Review (due tomorrow) 

2. Spelling Pretest #22 (Pretest homework due tomorrow) 

3* Final Draft: Comparison/Contrast Paragraph (due Friday) 
Homework * Pretest homework and Parts of Speech (if not 
completed in class) 

er|c best copy available 
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FcbruTv 24, 1983 - (Thurtday) 

1. Parts of Speech Review 

2. Epilogue 

TURN IN PRETEST HOMEWORK, KEEP PARTS OF SPEECH REIVEW 

Homework * 1) Final Draft of Comparison and Contrast Paragraph 
is due tomorrow, 2) Spelling Test #22 tomorrow 
February 25, 1983 • (Friday) 

1. Epilogue 

2. Spelling Test #22 

3. Sentence fragments 

^Descriptions of these tasks prepared in detail 
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Academic Tasks Fron 1/17/63-2/25/83 

Major Tasks: 

1. Spelling Tests 

Dat^'js handed in: 1/21/83, 1/28/83, 2/4/83, 2/11/83 
Sessions: 12 (1/17, 1/19, 1/21, 1/24, 1/26, 1/28, 1/31, 2/2, 

2/4, 2/7, 2/9, 2/11) 
Tiae: 150:45 (lOZ) 

2. Reasons and Exaaples Paragraph 
Date handed in: 1/24/83 
Sessions: 3 (1/18, 1/19, 1/20) 
Tiae: 48:14 (3Z) 

3. "Changes" Writing Assignaent 
Dates handed in: 2/4 and 2/7/83 
Sessions: 3 (2/3, 2/4, 2/7) 
Tiae: 63:44 (4Z) 

4. Coana Test 

Date handed in: 2/1/83 
Sessions: 4 (1/19, 1/24, 1/28. 2/1) 
Tiae: 25:39 (2Z) 
Minor Tasks: 

5. Confusing Word Quit #4 
Date handed in: 1/20/83 
Sessions: 1 (1/20) 
Tiae: 9:50 ill) 

6. Sentence Diagranning 
Date handed in: 1/25/83 
Sessions: 4 (1/17, 1/18, 1/24, 1/25) 
Tiae: 33:05 (2Z) 

A-24 Si 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



MAT Teacher 2 

Acadeaic Tasks — Page 2 



Minor Tasks (continued) 

7. Sentence Diagraaning 
Date handed in: 2/3/63 

Sessions: 7 (1/17, 1/18, 1/24, 1/25, 2/1, 2/2, 2/3) 
Tiae: 26:43 (21) 

8. Folder Check 

Date handed in: 1/26/63 

Sessions: 4 (1/19, 1/21, 1/24, 1/26) * several additional 

before observations 
Tiae: 45:54 (3Z) 

9. Spelling Unit 20 

Date handed in: 2/1/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/1) 
Tiae: 10:56 (IZ) 

10. Capitalisation Quis #1 
Date handed in: 2/11/83 
Sessions: 4 (1/31, 2/2, 2/4, 2/11) 
Tiae: 36:57 (2Z) 

11. Spelling Unit 21 

Date handed in: 2/8/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/7) 
Tiae: 16:00 (IZ) 

12. Pronoun Exercise 

Date handed in: 2/10/83 
Sessions: 3 (2/7, 2/8, 2/lC) 
Tiae: 21:25 (IZ) 
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13. Capitalisation Quit #2 
Date handed in: 2/21/83 

Seaaiona: 7 (1/31, 2/2, 2/4, 1/11, 2/14, 2/18, 2/21) 
Tiae: $6:22 (4X) 

14. Vocabulary Aaaignnent 
4/ate handed in: 2/17/83 
Sessions: 3 (2/15, 2/16, 2/17) 
Time: 20:06 ( :) 

15. Capitalisation Exercise 
Date handed in: 2/4/83 
Sessions: 3 (1/31, 2/2, 2/4) 
Tiae: 18:33 (IZ) 

16. Cona Ruie #7 Quis 

Date handed in: 1/19/83 
Sessions: 1 (1/19) 
Tiac: 13:58 (IZ) 



o BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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JAN 17 (Monday) 

1. Journal writing (8 1/2 minutes) 

2. Discussion of notebooks (6 1/4 minutes) 

*3. Pronoun exercises from LDU with spelling homework (39 
ipinutes) 

JAN 18 (Tuesday) 

1. Journal writing (10 1/4 minutes) 

2. Grading spelling exercises (11 minutes) 

3. Pronoun exercises (31 minutes) 

JAN 19 (Wednesday) 

1. Journal writing (9 1/4 minutes) 

2. Pronoun exercises (44 minutes) 

JAN 20 (Thursday) 

1. Journal writing (9 1/4 minutes) 

2. Introduction to Perfect Paragraph (10 minutes) 
*3. Pronoun test (25 minutes) 

JAN 21 (Friday) 

1. Journal writing (8 minutes) 

2. Spelling test #1 (19 3/4 minutes) 

3. Story reading, "To Serve Man" (20 3/4 minutes) 

4. Questions on story (5 minutes) 

JAN 24 (Monday) 

1. Journal writing (9 minutes) 

2. Comments on grading of Journals and on pronoun test 

results (2 1/4 minutes) 

3. Comments on Spelling Test fl results with review {31 1/2 

minutes 

4. Worksheet questions on "To Serve Man" (10 1/4 minutes) 

JAN 25 (Tuesday) 

1. Journal writing (8 minutes) 
*2. Spelling test II {retest^ (28 minutes) 

3. Introduction to action and linking verbs (17 minutes) 

JAN 26 (Wednesday) 

*1. Journal writing [last entry for grade ] (81/2 minutes) 

*2« Worksheet questions on "To Serve Nan" collected (no time) 

3« Introduction to action and linking verbs (23 minutes) 

4. Exercises on verbs (18 1/2 minutes) 
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JAN 27 (Thursday) 



!• Journal writing (8 3/4 minutes) 

2. Chec)cing verb exercises [no grade] (23 minutes) 
3»Introduction to direct objects and subject complements 

(13 minutes) 

4.Exerci8es on direct objects and subject complements (8 
minutes) 

JAN 28 (Friday) 

!• Journal writing (8 3/4 minutes) 
*2.Spelling test 12 (171/4 minutes) 

3. Exercises on direct objects and subject complements 

(27 1/4 minutes) 



JAN 31 (Monday) 

1« Journal writing (8 1/2 minutes) 
*2. Checking assignment on direct objects and subject 
complements (31 1/2 minutes) 
3. Spellino exercises [for Test 13] (11 1/2 minutes) 

FEB 1 (Tuesday) 

1. Journal writing (8 1/2 minutes) 

2. Correcting spelling homework (7 1/2 minutes) 

3. Lesson on helping verbs (28 minutes) 
i. Exercises on helping verbs (9 minutes) 

FEB 2 (Wednesday) 

1. Journal writing (9 1/2 minutes) 
*2. Exercises on helping verbs collected (no time) 

3. Comments on notebook test (1 1/2 minutes) 
*4. Correcting Exercise 35 (12 3/4 minutes) 

5. Lesson on pronouns as subjects and direct objects (21 

minutes) 

6. Pronoun exercises (4 1/2 minutes) 
FEB 3 (Thursday) 

1. Journal writing (9 1/4 minutes) 

2. Checks pronoun exercises [no grade] (19 3/4 minutes) 

3. Introductory exercises on verbs and pronoun usage (4 1/4 

minutes) 

*4. Quiz on verbs and direct objects (17 3/4 minutes) 

FEB 4 (Friday) 

1. Journal Writing (6 1/4 minutes) 

Collects exercises on verbs and pronoun usage (no time) 
3. Introduction to verb packet (12 *3/4 minutes) 
*4. Spelling Text 13 (18 minutes) 
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FEB 7 (Monday) 

1. Journal writing (10 3/4 minutes) 

2. Verb pacliet exercises (continued from Fri] (27 3/4 
minutes) 

*3. Checking verb chart (13 1/2 minutes) 
FEB 8 (Tuesday) 

1. Journal writing (8 1/2 minutes) 

2. Checking spelling homework (8 minutes) 

3. Review of verbs and introduction to irregular verbs (23 

minutes) 

4. Irregular verb chart, exercise I (11 1/2 minutes) 

FEB 9 (Wednesday) 

1. Journal writing (8 minutes) 

*2. Checking Irregular Verb Chart I (29 minutes) 

*3. Quiz on action and linking verbs, with verb chart and 

perfect paragraphs as back up (15 minutes) 

FEB 10 (Thursday) 

1. Journal writing (9 1/4 minutes) 

2jOral exercises on sentences in preparation for spelling 

test (115 33/4 minutes) 
3J0ral exercises and board work on irregular verbs (3 3/4 

minutes) 

4. Irregular verb chart II (23 1/4 minutes) 
FEB 11 (Friday) 

1. Journal writing (8 3/4 minutes) 

2. Introduction to irregular verb packet (5 minutes) 
*3. Spelling Test «4 (20 1/2 minutes) 

*4. Irregular verb chart II, with verb packet backup (12 1/4 
minutes) 



FEB 14 (Monday) 

1. Journal writing (10 1/4 minutes) 

2. Review of principal parts of verbs (7 1/2 minutes) 

3. Verb packets with spelling homework (21 1/2 minutes) 
*4. Correct verb packets (9 3/4 minutes) 

FEB 15 (Tuesday) I TBS 

FEB 16 (Wednesc^ay) ITBS 

FEB 17 (Thursday) ITBS 
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FEB 18 (Friday) 



1. Journal writing (8 1/4 minutes) 

2. Checking spelling homework (6 1/2 minutes) 

3. Spelling Bee (21 1/2 minutes) 

Quiz on verb charts (15 1/2 minutes) 

Collects Perfect Paragraphs for grades (no time) 



F£B 21 (Monday) 

1. Journal writing (9 1/4 minuter/ 
*2. 50 word spelling test (14 minutes) 

Usage worksheets with speliinq homework (31 minutes) 

FEB 22 (Tuesday) 

1. Journal writing (8 1/2 minutes) 

2. Checking spelling homework (4 1/4 minutes) 

3. Exercises on verbs (review for test] (5 3/4 minutes) 

4. Notebook test (30 1/4 minutes) 

FEB 23 (Wednesday) 

1. Journal writing (8 1/2 minutes) 
*2. Notebook test extended (12 minutes) 
3 3 Worksheets on verbs (no grade] (14 1/2 minutes) 
4. Lesson on irregular verbs lie, lay, etc (16 minutes) 

FEB 24 (Thursday) 

1. Journal writing (8 minutes) 

2. Review of verbs, etc. (16 1/4 minutes) 

3. Spelling test (next 6 weeks] (17 minutes) 
4«Exercise8 on usage and work on perfect paragraphs for 

next e weeks (9 minutes) 

FEB 25 (Friday) 

1. Journal writing (9 minutes) 

2. Introduction to a writing assignment (3 minutes) 
*3« Language test (41 1/4 minutes) 
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To pi. Liit for cut 8«tP ^»n,, Tfchtr A, 1/19/83 - 2/25/83 

1/19/83 (Wednttday) 

1. Chtcking of Homework Aiiignaent #5 (5 ainutcs) 

2. levi«w of problem fro» Homework Aiilgnment #5 (5 minute*) 

3. Introduction to rttioe and rttee (19 minutes) 

4. Teet #1: Multiplication and divieion of decimale (20 minutee) 

5. Seatwork. Aaaignment #6: Practice in writing eimple rat ioa , 
problems 1-24. Mathematice for Mattery (approximately 

5 minutes) 

1/20/83 (Thursday) 

1. Checking of Homework Aasignment #6, including some discussion 

of problems on the assignment (10 minutes) 

2. Introduction to procedures for finding «iuivalent ratios and 
checking for equivalence (36 minutes) 

♦3. Seatwork. Assignment #7: rinding equivalent ratio, and 

checking for equiv.lents, Mathematics for Mastery, p. 156: 
1-12, and p. 157: 1-15 (9 minutes) 
1/21/83 (Friday) Substitute Teacher 

*1. Harm Op #4: tfriting equivalent ratios (5 minutes) 

2. Checking Homework Assignment "7 (7 minutes) 

3. Introduction to procedures for finding missing term, in a 
proportion (16 minutes) 

♦4. Seatwork, Assignment #8: Identifying equivalent ratios, 

finding missing terms, and writing proportions based on simple 
word problems. iu>h*«.ties for Mastery, p. 159: l-28i p. 160: 
1-9 (21 minutes) 
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1/24/83 (Monday) 

1. Presentation on writing proportions for word probltM (8 
■inutea) 

*2. Vara Up #5: Writing and eolving proportions froa vord probless 
(12 ainutes) 

3. Discussion of ifriting and solving proportions froa vord 
probleas (23 ainutes) 
•4. Seatwork: Roaework Aasignaent #P - Hriting and solving 

proportions froa vord probleas. Matheaatics Around Ds . p. 154: 
1-5; Workbook, p. 39, 8 probleas, 2 probleas extra credit 
(20 ainutes) 
1/25/83 (Tuesday) 

1 

*1. Wara Up #6: Writing and solvidg proportions froa vord probleas 
(12 ainutes) 

2. Presentation and discussion on converting vord probleas to 
proportions and solving (26 ainutes) 

3. Checking of Hoaevork Assignaents #8 and 9 (10 ainutes) 
*4. Seatvork: Hoaevork Assignaent #10 - Two vorksheets, 8 probleas 

on vriting ratios, 10 probleas requiring vriting and solving 
proportions (15 ainutes) 
1/26/83 (Wednesday) 

*1. Wara Up #7: Writing and solving proportions (11 ainutes) 

2. Checking and discussion of Hoaevork Assignaent #10 (24 
ainutes) 

3. Presentation and discussion of using proportions to find unit 
prices (27 ainutes) 

*4. Hoaevork Assignaent #11: Unit price probleas. Hatheaatics tor 
ji££tcr]f. p. 163: 1-8 (no class tiae left for seatvork). 



Topic Lift, Teacher 4-3 

1/27/83 (Thureday) 

*1. Han Up #6: Uord problesa vith proportions (12 ainutee) 

2. Ktviev of problems on Vara Up #8 (11 ainutet) 

3. Diacuasion of unit pricing (16 ainutea) 

4. Review of procedurea for finding equivalent ratioa and checking 
for equivalence (6 ainutea) 

♦5. Seatvork: Roaevork Aaaignaent #12 - Matheaatica Around Ua , 
p. 273: 1-7; Matheaatica for Mastery , p. 167: 1-29, extra 
credit: 30*33. Seven unit price probleaa and a practice page 
of review probleaa on finding equivalent ratios, solving 
proportions, and word probleaa with proportions (15 ainutes) 
2/28/83 (Friday) 

1. Checking of Roaevork Assignaents #11 and 12 (17 ainutes) 

2. Introduction to writing ratios as percents and percents as 
ratios (23 ainutes) 

*3. Test over ratios, equivalence, solving proportions, and word 

probleaa with proportions. 
*4. Roaework Assignaent #13: ffriting ratioa aa percenta and 

percenta aa ratfoa. Matheaatica for Maatery , p. 169: 1-35 (no 

tiae in claaa) 
l/il/83 (Monday) 

*1. Vara Up #9: Five probleaa on percenta and ratioa (9 ainutea) 

2. Studenta check Roaework Aaaignaent #13 

3. Content developaent on changing fractiona to percenta and 
aolving nuaber aentencea for percenta (35 ainutea) 
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*4« Seatvork: Homevork AttignMnt #14 - Metheaetict for Mettery , 
p. 176: 1*18* Solving nunber tentencet for percent • (16 
•inutet) 
2/1/83 (Tuesday) 

*1« Vara Up #10: Five probleaa on finding percenta (13 ainutea) 
2* Checking Honevork Aaaignaent #14 (5 ainutea) 
3. Introduction to aolving vord probleM vith unknovn percenta (25 
•inutea) 

*4, Seatvork: Hoaevork Aaaignaent #15 - a vorkaheet with 10 vord 
probleaa vith unknovn percenta (no claaa tiae) 
2/2/83 (Vedneaday) 

*1* Vara Up #11: Five psrobleaa on percenta (9 ainutea) 

2. Checking Hoaevork Aaaignaent #15 (5 ainutea) 

3. leviev of hoaevork probleaa (14 ainutea) 

*4. Seatvork: Hoaevork Aaaignaent #16 * Matheaatica Around Ua , 

p. 287: 1-^15; p. 319: Set F, uaing proportiona to find percenta 
(30 ainutea) 
2/3/83 (Thuraday) 

1. Checking (6 ainutea): Studenta check Aaaignaent #16. 

2. Content development (4 ainutea): Teacher revieva and vorka 
probleaa froa Hoaevork Aaaignaent #16. 

3. Content developaent (i3 ainutea): Solving nuaber aentencea 
vith the aiaaing "part*\ given the percent and the vhole, uaing 
proportiona 

*4. Unannounced taat (about 20 ainutea): Ten probleaa plua one 
bonua problea on aolving nuaber aentencea and vord probleaa. 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



ERIC 



A- 36 



Topic Lift I Teacher 4-5 

*5. Seatvork (epproxiMtely 20 ainutet): Honevork Astigniient #17 - 
Metheaetici for Matter y , p. 174: 1-20. Finding the percent of 
a nuaber. 
2/4/83 (Friday) 

*1. Vara Up #12 (9 ainutee): Five word probleas on finding 
percenti and parti. 

2. Checking (6 ainutee): Studenti check Roaevork Asiignaent #17. 

3. Content developaent (24 ainutet): Teacher revieve probleas 
frOB Hoaevork Asiignaent #17. 

*4. Seatvork (27 ainutei): Hoaevork Aiiignaent #18 - Matheaatics 
Around Us , p. 319: l-20» and Set E. More probleas on finding 
percents and parts. ^ 
2/7/83 (Monday) Student teacher conducts this session 

*1. Vara Up #13 (9 ainutes): Five probleas on finding percents and 
parts. 

2. Checking (4 ainutes): Students check Hoaevork Assignaent #1£ 
' 3. Seatvork (approxiaately 30 ainutes): Thirty probleas in the 

ITBS foraat with a multiple choice ansver sheet • practice for 
the upcoaing district-vide testing. 
*4. Seatvork (approxiafitely 20 ainutes): Hoaevork Assignaent #19 - 
a 50 problea worksheet on percents. 
2/8/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. Vara Up #14 (16 ainutes): Five word probleas on percents i^nd 
parts. 

2. Checking (9 ainutes): Students check Hoaevork Assignaent #19. 

3. Content developaent (8 ainutes): Review of probleas on Vara Up 
#14 and a preview of the next hoaevork assignaent. 
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*4. Seatvork (30 ainutet): Hoaevork Ateignaent #20 - tettinf up 
and aolving proportiona. 
2/9/83 (Vedneaday) Subatitute teacher conducta thia aeaaion 
*K Vara #15 (11 ainutea): Five vord probleaa involving 
percenta. 

2. Checking HotM^vork Aaaignnent #20 (3 ainutea). 

3. Content developaent (9 ainutea): Revitv of Hoaevork Aaaignaent 



4. Content developaen^ (7 ainutea): T .antation on uaing croaa 

Bultiplication to aolve proportion probleaa. 
*5. Seatvork (32 ainutea): Hoaevork Aaaignaent #21 - 20 aixed 
nuaber aentence and vord probleaa. 
2/10/83 (Thuraday) 

*1. Vara Up #16 (11 ainutea): Five word probleaa on finding 
percenta and parte. 

2. Checking (2 ainutea): Studenta check Honewjrk Aaaignaent #21. 

3. Content developaent (7 ainutea): Review of probleaa on 
Hoaevork Aaaignaent #21. 

4. Content developaent (10 ainutea): Teacher introducea the third 
type of percent problea - deteraining the whole, given the 
percent and the part. 

*5. Seatwork (31 ainutea): Hoaevork Aaaignaent #22 - Matheaatica 
Around Ua > p. 289: 1-16; p. 319. Set G. 
2/11/83 (Friday) 

*1. Vara Up #17 (7 ainutea): Five nuaber aentence probleaa of the 

fora: A percent of C ia JB. with £ unknown. 
2. Checking (3 ainutea): Studenta check Roaework Aaaignat^nt #22. 
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3. Content development (12 ainutee): Revicv of probleas on 
Honevork Attignaent #22. 

4. Content devtlopaent (19 ainutet): levitv of cues for tetting 
up correct proportions in word problest. 

*5. Seatvork (25 ainutet): Ronevork Attign«ent #23 - Matheaatict 
for Mastery , p. 175: 1*15. Finding the nunber vhen a percent 
of the miaber it knovn. 
2/14/83 (Monday) 

*1. Vara Up #16 (7 aimitee): Five problesa on finding a miaber 
when a pet cent of the nunber it known. 

2. Checking (4 ainutee): Students check Hoaevork Assignaent #23. 

3. Teacher gives suggestions for taking th& JITBS (6 ainutes). 

4. Teacher plays Math Tic Tec Toe vith the class (38 ainutes). 
2/18/83 (Friday) 

*1. Vara bp #19 (14 ainutes): Word probleas vith percents, parts, 
or the whole unknown. 

2. Teacher reviews class rules (21 ainutes) 

3. Content developaent (19 ainutes): Setting up and solving word 
probleas involving proportions. 

*4. SeAtwork (10 ainutes): Boaework Assignaent #1 two worksheets 
with word probleas. Teacher checks notebooks during seatwork. 
2/21/83 (Mcuday) 

1. Discussion of notebook procedures and work requireaents (15 
ainutes). 

*2. Vara Up #1 (11 ainutes): Mixed word probleas. 
3. Checking (5 ainutes): Students check Hoaework Assignaent #1. 
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4. Content developnent (8 ainutet): Revitv of problens on 
Honevork Attignaent #1. 

5. Content development (18 ainutet): Presentation on discount 
prcbleM* 

*6. Seatvork (7 ainutet): Hooevork Attignaent #2 - Matheaatict for 
Mastery , p. 177: 1*9, and a vorktheet on discount probleat. 
2/22/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. Vara Up #2 (18 ainutes): Five discount probleas. 

2. Checking (6 ainutes): Students check Hoaevork Assignaent #2. 

3. Content developaent (9 ainutes): teviev of probleaa on 
Hoaevork Assignaent #2. 

4. Content developaent (7 ainutes): Discoun.t and sale price 
probleas. 

*5. Seatvork (28 ainutes): Hoaevork Assignaent #3 - Hatheaatics 
Around Us . p. 265: 1*15; p. 287: 16-25. Sale price and 
discount probleas. 
2/23/83 (Wednesday) 

*1. Vara Up #3 (11 ainutes): Five discount probleas. 

2. Content developaent (43 ainutes): teviev of discount probleas 
on Hoaevork Assignaent #3 and sales tax probleas. 

3. Organising notebook folders for the next grading period (3 
ainutes). 

*4. Seatvork (12 ainutes): Students finish previous Hoaevork 

Assignaent #3 and begin Hoaevork Assignaent #4, Hatheaatics for 
Mastery , and a vorkshett on sales price and discount probleas. 
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2/24/63 (Thursday) 

*1. Hana Up AaaigniMnt #4 (11 ainutca): Six problcns on amount of 
tax, given a base and a tax rate. 

2. Checking (12 minutes): Students check Honevork Assignments #3 
and 4. 

3. Content development (8 minutes): Review of problems from Home- 
work Assignment #4. 

4. Content development (28 minutes): Interest rate problems. 
*5. Seatvork (10 minutes): Homework Assignment #5 - Mathemstics 

for Hast cry , p. 1/8: 1*14. Interest problems. 
2/25/83 (Friday) 

1. Checking (5 minutes): Students check Homework Assignnent #5. 

2. Content development (17 minutes): Review of interest problems 
on Homework Assignment #5. 

*3. ten item test on discount, interest, and tax rates • 

unannounced (20 minutes). 
*4. Seatwork (about 20 minutes): Homework Assignment #6 - two 

worksheets on percent, tax» and interest problems. 
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Acedettic Taski Accoapliihed from 1/19/63 to 1/26/63 in Teacher 4't Clasi 
Major Tasks: 

1. Teat over ratios, proporticns, and vord problems vith propor- 
tions. 

Date handed in: 1/26/63 
Sessions: 2 (1/27, 1/26) 
Time : 34 minutes 

Directly related to Minor Tasks 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11, 12, and 13 
Minor Tasks: 

2. Homework Assignment #6: Mathematics for Mastery , p. 155: 1-24. 
Practice in writing simple ratios. 

Date checked: 1/20/63 
Sessions: 2 (1/19, 1/20) 
Time: 34 minutes 

3. Homework Assignment #7: Mathematics for Mastery , p. 156: 1-12, 
and p. 157: 1-15. Finding equivalent ratios and checking for 
eiiuivalence. 

Date checked: 1/21/83 
Sessions: 2 (1/20, 1/21) 
Time : 52 minutes 

4. Warm Up #4: Writing equivalent ratios ^ five problems. 

Date handed in: 1/21/63 
Sessions: 1 (1/21) 
Time: 5 minutes 
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5. Honevork Assignment #8: Mathematics for Mastery , p. 159: 1*28, 
and p. 160: 1*9. Identifying equivalent ratios, finding 
missing terms, and writing proportions based on simple word 
problems. 

Date checked: 1/25/83 
Sessions: 3 (1/21, 1/24, 1/25) 
Time: 40 minutes 

6. Warm Up #5: Five word problems vith proportions 

Date handed in: 1/24/83 
Sessions: 1 (1/24) 
Time: 20 minutes 

7. Homevork Assignment #9: Mathematics Around Us , p. 54: 1*5; 
Workbook, p. 39: 8 problems, 2 problems extra credit. Writing 
and solving proportions vith vord problems. 

Date checked: 1/25/83 
Sessions: 2 (1/24, 1/25) 
Time: 50 minutes 

8. Warm Ud g and solving proportions * five problems. 

Date handed in: 1/25/83 
Sessions: 1 (1/25) 
Time: 12 minutes 

9. Homework Assignment #10: Eighteen problems on tvo vorksheets, 
writing and solving proportions. 

Date checked: l/2o/83 
Sessions: 2 (1/25, 1/26) 
Time: 65 minutes 
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10 • Warm Up #7: Writing and solving proportions • five problems. 
Date handed in: 1/26/83 
Sessions: 1 (1/26) 
Time: 11 minutes 

11. Homework Assignment #11: Mathematics for Mastery , p. 163: 1-8. 
Unit price problems. 

Date checked: 1/28/83 
Sessions: 3 (1/26, 1/27, 1/28) 
Time: 35 minutes 

12. Warm Up #8: Solving vord problems with proportions - five 
problems. 

Date handed in: 1/27/83 
Sessions: 1 (1/27) 
Time: 23 minutes 

13. Homework Assignment #12: Mathematics Around Us , p. 273: 1-7; 
Mathematics for Mastery , p* 167: 1-29, extra credit 30-33. 
Seven unit price problems and a practice page reviewing finding 
equivalent ratios, solving proportions and word problems with 
proportions . 

Date checked: 1/27/83 
Sessions: 2 (1/26, 1/27) 
Time: 44 minutes 
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Acadftwic Tasks Accomplished from 1/26/83 to 2/3/63 in Teacher A't Clas s 
Major Tasks: 

14. Unannounced test on finding percents* 

Date handed in: 2/3/63 (six absent students took the exan on 

2/6/63) 
Sessions: 1 (2/3/63) 
Tiae: 20 ainutes (approximate) 

Directly related minor tasks: 5 (#15, 16, 17, 16, 19, 20, 
and 21) 
Minor Tasks: 

15 • Homework Assignment #13: Mathematics for Mastery , p. 169: 

l*-35. Problems on writing ratios as percents and per cents as 
ratios. 

Date checked: 1/31/63 

Sessions: 2 (l/?6, 1/31) 

Time: 29 minutes 

16. Warm Up #9: Writing ratioa as percents and percents as ratios 
~five problems. 

Date handed in: 1/31/63 
Sessions: 1 (1/31) 
Time: 9 minutes 

17. Homework Assignment #14: Mathematics for Mastery , p. 176: 
1*16. Finding what percent one number is of another. 

Date checked: 2/1/63 
Sessions: 2 (1/31, 2/1) 
Time: 56 minutes 
16. Warm Up #10: Finding what percent one number is of another 
Q five problems. 
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Date handed in: 2/1/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/1) 
Time: 13 minutes 

19. Homevork Assignment #15: A vorksheet vith 10 vord problems 
involving finding percents. 

Date checked: 2/2/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/1, 2/2) 
Time: 30 minutes 

20. Warm Up #11: Five vord problems on finding percents. 

Date handed in: 2/2 'A3 
Sessions: 1 (2/2) 
Time: 9 minutes 

21. Homework Assignment #16: Mathematics Around Us , p. 287: 1-15; 
p. 319: Set F. Finding percents in number sentences. 

Date checked: 2/3/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/2, 2/3) 
Time: 54 minutes 
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Acadcttic Tatka Accomplithcd froa 2/3/62 to 3/1/63 
Major Tasks: 

48. Test over discount , interest, and sales tax. 
Date handed in: 2/25/63 
Sessions: 1 (2/25) 
Tiae: approx. 20 ainutes 
50. Test over ratios » proportions, and vord problems irith various 
applications of proportions. 

Date handed in: 3/1/83 (a fev Sa finished the test after 

school) 
Sessions: 1 (3/1/63) 
Tiae: approx. 50 ainutes 
Minor Tasks: 

23: Hoaevork assignaent #17: Mathematics for Mastery , page 174, 
1-20. Finding the percent of a number using proportions. 

Date checked: 2/4/63 

Sessions: 2 (2/3 i 2/4) 

Time: approx. 39 ainutes 
24: Hara-up #12: 5 vord probleas, aixed percent and part. 

Date coapleted: 2/4/63 

Tiae: 9 ainutes 

25. Hoaevork assignaent #18. Matheaa? ^s Around Us , page 319, 1-20 
and Set E (15 probleas). Finding ptrcents and parts using 
proportions. 

Tiae: 55 ainutes 

26. Uara-up #13: 5 probleas finding percents. 

Date handed in: 2/7 
Sessions: 1 (2/7) 
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27. Homevork assignment #19: A worksheet with 50 problens. mostly 
involving number sentences with a missing percent. 

Date checked: 2/8 
Sessions: 2 (2/7 t 2/8) 
Time: 29 minutes 

28. Warm-up #14: 5 word problems, mixed percent and part. 

Date handed in: 2/8/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/8) 
Time: 16 minutes 

29. Homework assignment #20: Workbook problems, setting up and 
solving proportions. 

Date checked: 2/9/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/8 & 2/9) 
Time: 50 minutes 

30. Warm-up #15: 5 word problems involving percent. 

Date handed in: 2/9/83 
Sessions: 1 '2/9^ 
Time: 11 minutes 

31. Homework assignment #21: Worksheet, 20 mixed number sentence 
and word problems using proportions with percents and missing 
parts. 

Date checked: 2/10/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/9 & 2/10) 
Time: 48 minutes 

32. Warm-up #16: 5 problems, number sentence and word problems 
with missing parts or percents. 

Date handed in: 2/10 
Sessions: 1 (2/10) 
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33. Howevork attignaent #22: Mathecatict Around 11$ , page 289, 

page 319 Set C. Finding a nunber vhen a percent of the 
nuaber is knom* 

Date checked: 2/11/83 
Seiiions: 2 (2/10 i 2/11) 
Tiae: 56 ainutes 

34. Vara-up #17: 5 probleas of the fora AZ of C it B vith C 
unknown • 

Date handed in: 2/11/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/11) 
Tiae: 7 ainutes 

35. Hoaevork assignaent #23: Mathematics for Mastery , page 75, 
1-15. Finding the nuaber trhen a percent of the nuaber is 
known. 

Date checked: 2/14/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/11 & 2/U) 
Tiae: 48 ainutes 

36. Wara-up #18: 5 probleas on finding a nuaber when the percent 
of the nuaber is kno%m. 

Date handed in: 2/14/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/14) 
Tiae: 7 ainutes 

37. Warm-up #19: 5 word problems, mixed type (find the part, find 
the whole, find the percent). 

Date handed in: 2/18/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/18) 
Tiae: 14 ainutes 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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38. Homework assignment #1: iNote: Hew 6-weeks recording period J 
2 worksheets with word problems » mixed types. 

Date checked: 2/21/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/18 & 2/21) 
Time: 43 minutes 

39. Student notebooks. 

Dates checked: 2/18 t 2/25/83 

Sessions: Students use these every day 

Time: approx. 30 minutes throughout all observations 

40. Warm-up #1: (Note: Beginning of new 6-weeks grading period] 

, and whole missing 



41. Homework assignment #2: Mathematics for Mastery , page 177, 1-9 
and a worksheet. Discount problems. 

Date checked: 2/22/83 

Sessions: 2 (2/21 i 2/22) 

Time: 40 minutes 
A2. Warm-up #2: 5 discount problems. 

Date handed in: 2/22/83 

Sessions: 1 (2/22) 

Time: 18 minutes 
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43. Honevork asiitnnent #3: Matheaatici Around Ui , p^gt 285, 1-15, 
page 287, 1*25. Sale price and discount problena. 

Date checked: 2/24'83 

Seiiiont: 3 (2/22, 2/23, 4 2/24) 

Tine: Approx. 61 ainutes 

44. Wam-up #3: 5 discount problems. 

Date handed in: 2/23/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/23) 
Tine: 11 ainutes 

45. Hoaevork assignaent #4: Matheaatics for Mastery and a 
worksheet on sales tax probleas. 

Date checked: 2/24/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/23 t 2/24) 
Tiae: Approx. 49 ainutes 

46. Wara*up assignaent #4: 6 probleas on sales tax. 

Date handed in: 2/24/83 
Sessions: 1 (2/24) 
Tiae: 11 ainutes 

47. Hoaevork assigr.aent #5: * <atheaatics for Mastery , page 178, 
1-14. Coaputing interest froa principal, rate, and tiae. 

Date checked: 2/25/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/24 4 2/25^ 
Time: 60 ainutes 
49. Hoaevork assignaent #6: 2 worksheets vith interest probleas. 
Date checked: 2/28/83 
Sessions: 2 (2/25 4 2/28) 
Tiae: Approx. 40 ainutes 
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Topic Litt for Clatt Settiont of Teacher 0S> School OA, 
Periof 02, Crede 7, Methenetics ~ 1/17/83 to 2/25/8i 

1/17/83 (Monday) Substitute teacher 

1. Vana-ups. 10 problems involving adding, subtracting, and 
multiplying fractions and decimals and prine factors. 
Time : lA minutes 

2. Skill Check. Problems on page 65 of the blue Spectrum nork 
book. 

Time : Al minutes 

3. Classvork. Problems on pages 26*29 of the blue Spectrum work 
book. 

Tim^: Al minutes (overlaps vith Skill Oieck) 
1/18/83 (Tuesday) 

1. Warm-ups. 20 problems involving fractions (all operations), 
decimals (dividing and multiplying), LCM, exponents, and 
rounding off. (Checked in class, corrected, and taken home to 

atudy.) 

Time: 18 minutes 
Checking time: 5 minutes 

2. Presentation. Changing fractions to decimals (students took 
notes). 

Time: 9 minutes 

3. Skill Check. 10 problems involving changing fractions to 
decimals. 

Time: 15 minutes (includes checking) 

A. Homework. 5 problems on textbook page A25 involving adding 
fractions vith unlike denominators. (To do when finished with 
Skill Check.) 

Time: 5 minutes (overlaps with Skill Check time) 

Test. 5 problems involving changing fractions to decimals. 
Time: A minutes 

1/19/83 (Wednesday) 

Varm*ups. 10 problems involving adding and multiplying 
fractions, most having unlike denominators. 
Time: lA minutes 
Checking time: 5 1/2 minutes 

Skill Check. 10 problems involving changing fractions to 
decimals. 

Time: 13 minutes (includes checking) 
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3. Feedback on yetterday^t test. Done individually while students 
were workinf on Skill Chrck. 

4. Presentation. Changing decisals to fractions (students took 
notes). 

Tiae: 6 ainutes 

5. Classvork. 20 problens involving changing decimals to fractions 
(first ? done together as a class). 

Tim: 11 ninutes (includes checking) 

1/20/83 (Thursday) 

*1. Vam-*ups. 10 problems involving fractions (all operations). 
Tine: 21 ainutes 
Checking time: 1 1/2 ainutes 

2. Skill Check. 10 problens changing decinals to fractions and 
fractions to decivals. 

Tine: 8 1/2 ninutes (Overlaps with last ninutes of Varv*ups. 
Additional tine was available during video tape.) 

3. Classvork. Video tape on percent. Students %rere supposed to 
write 5 things :ron the show. 

Tine: 30 ninutes 

1/21/83 (Friday) 

*1. Varn*ups. 20 problems involving fractions and decimals (all 
operations), exponents, numbers with unlike signs. 
Time: 17 ninutes 
Checking tine: 7 ninutes 

2. Presentation. Changing decimals and fractions to percent. 
Tine: 7 ninutes 

3. Skill Check I. 5 problens involving changing decinals to 
percent . 

Skill Check II. 5 prpblens involving changing fractions to 
percent (with 100 in denoninator). 

Skill Check III. 5 problens involving changing fractions to 
percent . 

Tine: 11 ninutes (includes 4 ninutes checking) 

4. Presentation. Changing fractions to decinals, then percent. 
Tine: 4 1/2 ninutes 

5. SlvlM Check IV. 3 problens involving changing fractions to 
percent. 

Tine: 3 ninutes (includes 1 ninute checking) 
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1/27/83 (Thursday) Subttitute teacher 

*1. Wars-ups. 10 problems involving aulciplying and adding 

fractions and decinals, subtracting decinals and prime factors. 
Time: 10 minutes 
Checking Time: 7 minutes 

2. Skill Check. 29 problems on textbook page 163 involving 
multiplying fractions. 

Time: 34 1/2 minutes. 

3. Classvork. 30 problems on textbook page 120 involving adding 
fractions like denominators. (Homework if not finished.) Time: 
34 1/2 minutes (same as for Skill Check) 

1/26/83 (Friday) 

*1. Warm-ups. 20 problems imrolving fractions and decimals (all 
operations) . 
Time: 23 minutes 
Checking time: 5 minutes 

2. Skill Check. 15 problems on textbook page 55 involving finding 
the value of an expression. (If all problems finished in class» 
student receives a bonus.) 

Time: 10 minutes (overlaps vith last cinuf.es of Warm*ups) 
Checking rime: 7 minutes 

3. Presentation. Explanation of a formula for changing percent to 
fractions or decimals in order to be able to solve equations for 
the percent, the r*^t » or the vhole. (Students took notes.) 
Time: 15 minutes 

1/31/83 (Honday) 

*1. Varm-*ups. 20 problems involving fractions and decimals (all 
operations), exponents, changing fractions to decimals, and 
changing decimals to fractions. 
Time: 15 1/2 minutes 
Checking time: 5 minutes 

2. Presentation/Recitation. Working problems vith percent by 
changing percent to decimals or fractions. 

Time: 19 minutes 

3. Classvork. Copy the rule for changing percent to fraction 10 
times and vork 12 problems using the rule. 

Time: 13 minutes (includes checking) 

2/1/83 (Tuesday) 

*1. VanD*ups. 20 problems, 10 involving fractions and decimals (all 
operations) and 10 requiring conversion of percent to fractions. 
Time : 18 1/2 minutes 

Checking time: 7 minutes (included some explanation) 
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2. Skill Check. 6 problems on textbook page 427 involving division 
of nixed numbers . 

Time: 12 minufes (includes last 10 minutes of v«rm*ups time and 
2 minutes checcing) 

3. Presentation. Changing percent to decimals (students took 
note»). 

Time: 6 1/2 minutes (includes some recitation) 

4. Classvork. 14 problem* involving changing percent to decimals. 
Students vorked each problem then the teacher discussed how to 

do it. 

Time: 13 minutes (includes checking) 

5. Classvork. Copy the rule for changing percent to decimals 5 
times » Bonus points given for every time written over 5 times. 
Time: 5 minutes. 

2/2/63 (Wednesday) 

1. Warm-ups. 20 problems involving interchanging between fractions 
decimals and percent. 

Time: SO minutes 
Checking time: 5 minutes 

2. Classvork. Dittoed purrles involving division of mixed numbers, 
fractions ard/or decimals. Bonus points received for completing 
first pussle. 

Time: 50 minutes (overlaps with Warm-ups) 
2/3/S3 (Thursday) 

1. Warm-ups. 20 problems involving changing percent to fractions, 
fractions to decimals, and fractions (all operations). 

Time: 28 minutes 

Checking time: 7 1/2 minutes 

2. Skill Check. 23 problems on textbook page 379 involving 
multiplying negative numbers. 

Time: 37 1/2 minutes (overlaps with Warm-ups and includes 
checking) 

3. Presentation/Recitation. Changing percent to fractions and 
decimals. (Students took notes.) 

Time: 17 1/2 minutes 

2/4/63 (Friday) 

*1. Warm-ups. 10 problems involving fractions and decimals (all 
operations) 
Time: 7 minutes 

2. Classvork. Hath bingo called TCIF. Students vorked 27 problems 
involving fractions and decimals (all operations), exponents, 
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LCH, interchanging betveen fractions, decinaU, and percent. 
Person! who had 5 in a row received candy. 
Tine: 47 1/2 ainutes 

2/7/83 (Monday) 

1. Video tape on doing one's best. 
Tine: 33 ainutes 

2. Thought page. Ansver 6 questions related to content of the 
video tape. 

Time: 15 ainutes 

3. Discussion of the 6th question about fhe video tape and uhy the 
teacher thought the tape was important to tee. 

Tiae: 2 1/2 ainutes (overlaps last ainutes of thought page) 

*4. Wara^ups. 20 probleas involving fractions and deciaals (all 
operations) and interchanging between fractions, deciaals, and 
percent. (Only first 10 probleas were graded.) 
Tiae: 7 ainutes 

2/8/83 (Tuesday) 

1. Warin*ups. 14 probleas involving fractions and deciaals (all 
opeiatiors) and priae factors. 

Tiae: 11 1/2 ainutes 
Checking tiae: 5 ainutes 

2. Skill Check. Tiaed practice on 12 probleas from a test booklet 
involving aultiplying fractions and aixed nuabers. 

Tiae: 13 1/2 ainutes (includes checking) 

3. "Test". Tiaed practice on 15 probleas froa a test booklet 
involving aultiplying fractions and aixed nuabers. 

Tiae: 14 ainutes (includes checking) 

4. Presentation. Figuring parts of a whole, knowing what operation 
to use, and knowing that percent aust be changed to a deciaal or 
fraction before working. (Students took notes.) 

Tiae: 8 ainutes 

2/9/83 (Wednesday) 

1. Wara-*ups. 20 probleas involving fractions and deciaals (all 
operations), changing percent to fractions, deciaals, and prime 
factors . 

Time: 22 minutes 
Checking time: 5 minutes 

2. Bonus problems. 10 problems on textbook page 170 involving 
division of mixed numbers. 

Time: 31 1/2 minutes (includes tiae for wanD**ups and checking) 
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2/15/83 (Tuesday) 

1. Exercise. 7 problens involving fractions (all operations). Not 
handed in. 

Ti»e: 6 ninutes (includes checking and discussion) 

2. Presentation/Recitation. Review of changing percent to decimals 
or fractions. 

Tine: 8 1/2 minutes 

3. Presentation/Recitation. Formulas to find area and perimeter of 
rectangles and triangles. 

Tine: 10 minutes 

2/16/83 (Wednesday) Substitute teacher 

1. Warm*ups. 20 problems involving fractions and decimals (adding, 
subtracting, and mulitplying) and prime factors. 

Time: 18 minutes 

2. Classvork. 25 problems from textbook page 425 involving adding 
and subtracting fractions. 

Time: 18 minutes (same time allotted for Varm**ups) 
2/17/83 (Thursday) Ho class due to ITBS testing 
2/18/83 (Friday) 

1. Presentation/Recitation. Finding part of the vhole, working 
percent problems with the wheel. Interchanging between percent* 
fractions, and decimals. (Students took notes.) 

Time: 4 minutes 

2. Skill Check. 5 problems using the wheel to find part of the 
whole involving multiplication after changing percent to 
fractions and decimals • 

Time: 15 minutes (includes checking) 

3. Presentation. Finding what percent of the whole the part is, 
using the vheel. (Students took notes.) 

Time: 6 1/2 minutes 

4. Skill Check. 4 problems using the wheel to find percent. 
Time: 8 minutes (includes checking) 

5. Classwork. 4 additional problems using the wheel. 
Time: 8 minutes (includes checking) 

6. Classwork. 40 problems on textbook pages 372 and 379 involving 
adding and multiplying negative numbers. 

Time: 11 minutes 
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2/21/63 (Monday) 

1. Warn-ups. 10 problems involving adding and vultiplying 
fractions. 

Tim: 11 1/2 ainutes 
Checking tiae: 4 ainutes 

2. Skill Check I. 5 wheel problems looking for Che Cop number. 
Time: 22 minuCes 

3. Skill Check II. 5 wheel problems looking for Che percenC. 
Time: 13 minuCes 

4. Classvork. 90 problems on cexcbook page 427 involving 
mulciplying and dividing f race ions. StudenCs were cold Co work 
on chese problems lAen Chey finish Cheir Skill Checks. 

Time: 36 minuCes (inCroducCion ~ 3 minuCes prior Co Skill 
Check I; overlaps vich Skill Check Cimes) 

2/22/63 (Tuesday) 

1. Warm*ups. 10 problems involving subcraccing and dividing 
fraccions and mixed numbers. 

Time: \i minuCes 
Checking cime: 4 minuCes 

2. Skill Check. ConCesc in vhich scudencs from Cvo Ceams (boys 
versus girls) comptced Co compleCe 16 vheel problems correcdy 
and quickly. Those sCudenCs noc aC Che board during Che conCesC 
were Co do Che problems on Cheir own paper. All problems were 
Che wheel Cype buC required working for Che differenC pares. 
Time: 35 minuCes (includes discussion and checking) 

2/23/63 (Wednesday) 

*1. Tesc. 20 problems involving fraccions and decimals (all 
operacions) and 5 for a bonus using wheel problems. 
Time: 44 minuCes 

2. Classwork. 16 problems on cextbook page 202 involving fraccions 
(all operacions) 

Time: 44 minuCes (overlaps wich cesc Cine) 

3. Skill Check. 10 problems on cexCbook page 426 involving adding 
and eubcraccing decimals. 

Time: 10 minuCes 

2/24/63 (Thursday) 

1. Warm-ups. 15 problems involving subtraccing fraccions, adding 
and mulciplying decimals in Che same problems, and wheel 
problems. 
Time: 35 minuCes 
Checking cime: 6 1/2 minuCes 
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2. Bonus problems. 22 problems on textbook page 126 involving 
adding mixed numbers. 

Time: 26 1/2 minutes (includes end of Warm-ups and checking) 

3. Skill Check. 4 wheel problems looking for the large number, and 
requiring conversion of percent to decimals. 

Time: 12 1/2 minutes (includes checking) 

2/25/83 (Friday) 

1. Warm-ups. 10 problems involving fractions and decimals (adding, 
subtracting, and multiplying) 

^ Time: 35 minutes 

2. Classvork. 24 wheel problems requiring students to interchange 
between fractions, decimals, and percent in solving for the 
missing part of the problem. 

Time: 52 1/2 minutes (overlaps with end of Warm-ups) 

3. Bonus problems. 12 problems on textbook page 122 involving 
adding mixed numbers. 

Time: 17 minutes (overlaps with end of Warm-ups and classwork 

time) 
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Figure 2 

flow Chart of Tasks and Content in Scientific Methods Unit 
MAT Teacher 1, 2/9 to 3/3 
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Plow Chart of ClassrooM Events and Content 
in the Circulatory Unit, 1-17 to 2-2-83 
NAT Teacher 6 



> 



1/11 

Uct«r< 



l/lf I I/It 



f Mi 1 1 IMII t 
I 



• I 

I 



I/It 



l/M 



I/It 



%m i/itt i/N I I/It 

i/ii ; i/ft , MtvMt 

I I I 

I TMt t| iMh •! 1«t 1 

I I I 



l/» 



T«t t 



l/» I l/M , 
OrttMir«; lM#t, 

I 

Ian t I f «t It 



i/a 

l*0. 

1«t 



M II 



I/SI l/f 

I 

I 



I leiMWAlSlTl 



T 



0 fiwiirfM 



# m Cir«i 
tMtV't«cMn I 

9 tii* «tl«Mtl 

fin. PVIIIV7 i 



f«i 



IM»Clr«i*«WV tf»t« 

ttrrti Ml wiwitfffifff *- ' 

mt MwHnrt tVMtvitr tf«f»* 



tltf«i«i 9tt0m0 m 9^9m 



B-B — = 



nn 





, tt 







W9 



•0- 



A, 



mn 



mn 









m 




m 






m 






mn 









■0 



iMi m itiwnrvvTr 



1:^3 



BEST COPY AVAIWLLE 



1 '^i 



erIc 



Flow Chart of Classroom Events and Content in the Digestive, Execretoryi 
and Health Unit, 1-31 to 2-25-83, NAT Teacher 6 
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Sixth Week 



Jottrnals 



Vtltlng 
(Perfect 
Paragraph) 



(Pronoun ( 
* Varb Itoaga) 



Dally Entries 



Intro** 



Pronoun 
exercises 



PN 
test 



Journals 
Graded 



** 



Dally Entries 



** 



Pronouns 
i 

Verbs 



Dally Entries 



Verb Charts 



Dally Entries 



P Paragraph 
collected 



Pronouns 
t 

Verbs 



Dally Entries 



language 
Test 



2* 



8|>ell«.ag 



1u 



notebook Test 



Literature 



Spelling HW 



Dally Work 



Read 

Story 





2* 




2* 




Test 




Test 




Test 


1 




2 




3 



2* 



Test 
4 



2* 



Daily Work 



Dally Work 



Dally Work 



Quiz on 
Story 



|i« Major grade for the six weeks 

2 

( Grade averaged with others for a najor grade 
►e. 3, 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Graded wrk but grade not averaged for a six-week grade 



'Ci. 



^ta: The language test and the 4 weekly spelling tests were averaged to equal one najor test grade. 



Spelling 
Bee 



Dally Work 



mm^a; On the first four Thursdays of the tera^ perfect paragraphs could be handed In for correction and feedback. 
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50 Word 
Test 



Rbtebook 
Test 



111 



Tuetday 

"ci RfT RvT 



AsT 



ApT 



Wednesday 

RfT CI RfT 



ApT RfT 



Video- 
Tape 



ApT CI RfT CI 



RfT 



r - -1 

a 



I T 

• t 



I 

I • 



□ 
n 

• I 



□ 



r- • 1 



I • 
I • 



-I r ^ I ^ 

• I • • • 



; I 



o 



no 



r - — • 



BEST copy AVAILABLE 



IT i I ' 



-oo- 



I Compared Fractions, Decimals and Percent 
hut didn't explain luiw to do problems. 
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Jamiary 24-28 



Monday 



ApT RCT 



CI 



RvT 



Content Strands for MAT Teacher 5, cont. 



ApT 



CI 



Tueaday 



RfT 



RfT 



Wedneaday 



ApT RfT 



RfT 



Thuradaday (Sub.) Friday 
ApT RvT RvT ApT RvT 



CI 



Ihilika Signa 
iMMdiag Off 
lapoMata 

LCM 

Aiding PracKiona 
tukcracciag PracCtona 
AMiag DcciMla 
Svkcraccipg DactMla 
PriM PacCora 
Malt if lying PracCtona 
" Dividing PracCtona 
Male if lying Daciaala 
Dividiag DaciaMla 



I 
I 

L _ 



□ 



I 
I 



I I 



-I 
I 

. ant 



r 
I 



I 
I 



I — 1 r 
I ^ I. 



1 1 
1 1 
.1 1. 



I 1. 



-"I 



PnctioM— >DtciMlt - 
IteciMU -->Pr«ctiont — 
PrMtioM*-*>Nrctnt ^ 

m 

DtciMU ~>Ptrctat — 



Ptrc t nt **>Pr«c t ions 
Ptrctat ~>D«ciMlt 
Solviat for Part 



Solving for Percent 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Solving for Whole 



'ERIC 
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* Incliiflcs rccltntinn 



4FlndinR the value of an expression 
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Content Strands for MAT Teacher 5, cont. 



MoiMiay 



^ = — Tug»<'^y Wednesday Thursd 

CI R f T ApT RvT CI II fT A^T jTjT A?f R^T" 



• 1 



r--i r--i 

dd 




BEST nnPY flVJii m F 



'Includes recitation 



-HMulti plying negative N«nbere 



nt 



nd 



m! 



'eac 



5. 



mmty 7*11 



to Signt 
Mmg Off 



Practlona 
*«ciiat Fractiont 
3 SaciMla 
•ctiag OtciiMla 
Factor a 
'^lyiag Practiona 
\mg Practioaa 
<^4yiag DaciMla 
**.ag Baciaala 



9M~>DaciMla - 
!• -->Practiooa« 
^••>Parcaat • 

'^^.i -«»>rarcaat • 
: — >Praclioiia« 
— >l»aciMla ^ 

'9g for Part 

^Ng for Parcant < 

log for Wiola 



Honday 



Video- 
Tap* 



Art ApT 



Tuetday 



RvT 



PwT 



CI 



' — 1 ; — "» • — *• 

u a L..i 



Wednesday 



Thursday 



ApT 



RvT 



CI 



RvT 



ApT 



RvT 



RvT 



Friday 



ApT RvT 



CI 



RfT 



< » 



P 



r--| r- 



1 r'^ 



-I J T 



Li ! J □ 



D n n 



i I 



id 



I i 



no 



CD- 



4 



videotape on Social Skills and 
Thought PoRe with UiscuHsion 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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rtbrMry 14-18 



Hi 



Mi 
At 



I*. 



lit 



iMU% Praetioat 
MCffMti«| Pratt iono 
AMti« taciMla 
Mbcracciat Baclaala 
PriM Pactara 
Maltiplfiag Practlaaa 
•ivUli« Practiaaa 
HalClplfiat BaciMla 
tlvUli« BaciMla 



Pract laaa— >Dac iaala 



•aciaala — >PracKiaaa• 
PraatlaM— >Parcaat n 
Baclaala •»>Parcaat . 
Tarcaak >PracKiaaa- 
Pareaat — >Daciiiala > 
•alvlag far Part 
•alvlai far Parcant . 
lalviH far Mialo 



I*' 



ERIC 



Monday 
A3f «*T 



tvT 



Tu' ' t«lay 



CI 



CI 



Content Strands for MAT Teacher 5, cont. 

Thursday 



Wedngsday(Sub. ) 
ApT RvT 



RfT 



Friday 



CI 



RfT 



tvT 



□ 



□ 



• I 

• I 



I 
I 



i— -J 



r---i 



NOCl/ISS 



r • 
I 



n 



□ 



r ' 
I 



1 r— •» 

.J 



• jL.-i- 



-5 




'Includes ravltatlon 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

Furaulas for finding area and perlaeter 



*! *AddiiiK snd Multiply li« 141l 



>ruary 21-25 

Ukt Signt 
■mdimg Off 



"iag PracCioat 
'iracciat Practioaa 
^ iH OaciaaU 
^^tracti■t OtciMla 
Ana PacCora 
".^iplyiag Pracciooa 
«7&iiat Pracciona 
'"I'.iplyiat Daciaala 
-<A4iat OMiaala 



Apf ifTT 



Hondai 



, , 



a 



•"I 
I 



Content Strands for MAT Teacher 5, cont. 



Tuetda 



RvT Apt 



□ 



r 1 r 1 

t I I 
« J 



I I 

I • 

I • , ^ 

I • • • 

— J I— J 



□ 



i'"} 
• I 



U..J 



Wednesday 



Thursday 



Krlda y 

AsT RvT RvT Apf rTF R?T ApT ftiT kvI 



n 



U L I 



I I 

□ 



i — X !...! 



n 



□ 



□ 



R 



1 1 



B 



r 
I 



□ L 



□ 



-J 



• 1 
I 
I 
I 

.J 



r.nc t ions -*>Dtc iaal s 
Ksiaala — >Pr«ctioiis« 



"^tioM— >Psrc«iit 
HsiaaU — >rsrcant 



reme — >Practions- 



itriemt — >DaciaMls 
^viat tot Pare 
if.viat for Parc*nC 
viat for Mwla 



ERIC 
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I I 
«... J 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



1 1 



**Bonu8 Probleas 



r-'-\ 



C3 



